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Abstract 
In recent years, companies have experienced increasing pressure to integrate corporate 
social responsibility (CSR) into their organizational structure. The relationship between a 
company's investment in CSR and overall revenue, however, is still under debate in the current 
literature as research has focused on correlations and consumer purchase intentions (e.g., Auger, 
Burke, Devinney, & Louviere, 2003; Dutta & Singh, 2013; Klein & Dawar, 2004; Maignan, 
2001; Mohr & Webb 2005; Mohr, Webb, & Harris, 2001; Nanda, 2015; Wigley, 2008). Findings 
from previous studies have not yet assessed actual purchase behavior or potential moderating 
variables impacting this relationship. Therefore, this dissertation examined the moderating role 
of self-presentation on the relationship between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and 
consumer purchase decisions. To test the moderating role of self-presentation, two studies were 
conducted. Study one examined the effects of an experimental manipulation designed to either 
increase or decrease the salience of self-presentation concerns on overall purchase intentions. 
Results showed the manipulation of the salience of self-presentation concerns (e.g., high, low) 
did not produce differences in participants’ perceived price fairness, value, benefit, or purchase 
intention. Study two examined the relationship between participants' actual self-presentation 
strategies and actual purchase behavior. The results from study two revealed a strong association 
between the two variables. While the hypothesis was only partially supported, these findings 
provide valuable insight into a potential variable moderating the relationship between CSR and 
consumer purchase decisions. 
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Chapter 1: Corporate Social Responsibility 
The state of business is currently shifting as issues of trust and credibility among 
consumers are on the rise (Edelman Trust Barometer, 2018). Many consumers no longer allow 
companies to remain passive, and are beginning to expect companies to look beyond their 
bottom line by making a positive impact on the world (Edelman Trust Barometer, 2018; 
Makower, 2018). This shift in consumer expectations is disrupting the current state of business, 
as many companies have to actively rework their strategy, business directives, and organizational 
structure to accommodate the growing demands of conscious consumers (BSR & Globe Scan, 
2018; Makower, 2018). Importantly, all of this is taking place in a politically heated social 
climate – essentially forcing many companies to take a stand, support a cause, or make their 
perspectives on hot-button issues known. And, with the rise of omnipresent social media, 
consumers are actively engaging with companies and each other at rates that seem to be 
unprecedented, and are demanding transparency from every industry and sector (Cone, 2018; 
Edelman Trust Barometer, 2018). In the midst of this charged environment, many companies 
have accepted the challenge and are proactively working to make a difference for the better by 
integrating corporate social responsibility into their organizational structures and business 
strategies (BSR & Globe Scan, 2018; Makower, 2018). 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is the act of voluntarily integrating ethical and 
moral concerns into an organization’s operations and decision-making behavior (Branco & 
Rodrigues, 2006). This definition, while now concise, has been refined and tailored for several 
decades. CSR is a relatively new concept, and has only been developed in the last 60 years 
(Farcane & Bureana, 2015). The concept of CSR first appeared in the Harvard Business Review 
in 1949. Bernard Dempsey, an economist, published an article arguing that businesses should 
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take interest in public activities (Farcane & Bureana, 2015). Dempsey believed that businesses 
are ethically obligated to partake in "business responsibility" as they are part of a larger 
community and should utilize their resources for the greater good (Farcane & Bureana, 2015). 
Although this ideology skewed a bit altruistic, it nonetheless gained wide spread attention from 
both the business and non-business worlds. This concept was eventually formalized by Howard 
Bowen, who helped launch CSR into the modern era (Bowen, 1953). Bowen (1953) focused on 
uncovering the extent to which organizations should be socially responsible. According to 
Bowen (1953), powerful businesses have extraordinary decision making capabilities that touch 
the lives of everyday citizens (Carroll, 1999). As such, these decisions must work towards the 
ethics and values of our society. His work laid the foundation of CSR for the next several 
decades, and he is considered by many to be the 'father of CSR' (Carroll, 1979, 1999, 2008; 
Garriga & Melé, 2004; Hill & Langan, 2014; Lee, 2008; Preston, 1975; Wood, 1991a, 1991b).  
Today, CSR can be thought of as a company-wide program that is integrated into an 
organization's core structure. These programs are often concerned with complex issues such as 
sustainability, environmental protection, diversity, safety at work, philanthropy, community 
development, and human resources management (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006; Joseph, 2009). In 
general, the specifics of the CSR program are aligned with the companies’ overall goals and 
mission. For example, Cirque du Soleil, an entertainment company and theatrical producer, 
implements a CSR program focusing on four areas: 1) the environment (e.g., water management, 
waste management, reduction of environmental impact), 2) responsible procurement (e.g., 
commercial products respect workers’ rights and are environmentally friendly), 3) business 
relations (e.g., adopt best practices in industry), and 4) the workplace (e.g., ensure diverse 
representation; "Cirque du Soleil," 2018). Another example of a CSR program fully integrated 
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into a company’s mission is Southwest Airline’s ‘Southwest Citizenship’. This CSR program 
focuses on four pillars: 1) environmental initiatives (e.g., fuel conservation, emissions reduction), 
2) charitable giving (e.g., free flights for disaster relief, non-profits, or medical emergencies), 3)
supplier diversity (e.g., work with sustainable and diverse suppliers), and 4) the LUV Classic 
Charity Golf Tournament and Party to raise awareness for children's charities ("Southwest 
Citizenship," 2018).  
Corporate social responsibility is at the front and center of most major organizations. 
Companies are under pressure to adopt such programs as CSR continues to gain media attention 
and standards for social performance continue to increase (Pirsch, Gupta, & Grau, 2007; 
Zyglidopoulosa, Georgiadis, Carroll, & Siegeld, 2012). As such, many organizations find it 
necessary to proactively define their roles in society, and intertwine these ethical and social 
standards into their business practices (Lichtenstein, Drumwright, & Braig, 2004). In fact, there 
are numerous benefits to adopting a CSR program such as attracting and retaining employees, 
gaining competitive advantage, crisis management, and possibly increasing revenue. 
Employees. Much of the literature on CSR assesses its ability to help a company attract, 
motivate, and retain qualified employees (Albinger & Freeman, 2000; Flammer, 2013; Greening 
& Turban, 2000; Peterson, 2004; Pteffer, 1994; Turban & Greening, 1996; Vogel, 2005). For 
example, Story, Castanheira, and Hartig (2015) asked master’s degree students to read a job 
posting and rate the attractiveness of the job (e.g., organizational attractiveness). Organizational 
attractiveness was rated using five statements, and included items about interest in applying, 
exerted effort to work for the company, desire to work for the company, willingness to accept the 
job, and a reversed statement of one's disinterest in the company. Students were randomly 
assigned to one of two conditions (e.g., job posting that included company’s CSR efforts, job 
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posting that lacked CSR information). Results showed that students were more attracted to job 
postings that included CSR efforts than those who lacked such information (Story, Castanheira, 
& Hartig, 2015). Thus, CSR can have an effective role in enticing potential employees. 
Similarly, Ohlrich (2015) conducted interviews with employees of various corporations to assess 
the impact CSR had on their original attraction to the company. Findings from the interviews 
suggest that CSR had a positive impact on job attraction. More specifically, employees were 
attracted to the values communicated via the CSR initiatives as many wanted to work for a 
company that improved society (Ohlrich, 2015). These initiatives allow companies to promote 
their values in an attractive manner, allowing them to stand out to prospective applicants. 
Beyond initial attraction, CSR can also help retain employees. For example, Barakat, Isabella, 
Boaventura, and Mazzon (2016) conducted a study with 85,167 employees in 381 companies. 
Employees filled out various questionnaires about their companies’ CSR programs and job 
satisfaction. The results showed that CSR programs positively correlated with job satisfaction 
(Barakat, Isabella, Boaventura, & Mazzon, 2016). These results are important as they suggest a 
win-win scenario where both the employees and the company benefit from CSR.  
Competitive advantage. A strategic goal for most organizations is to gain a competitive 
advantage within their given industry – ultimately increasing revenue and outperforming their 
competitors. Therefore, it is of little surprise that chief financial officers and those in charge of 
CSR programs claim that a main driver to engage in CSR is to gain a competitive position 
(McKinsey Quarterly, 2009). For example, previous research has found that many consumers 
consider a company’s ethical, moral, and/or social behaviors (e.g., CSR) as a tie-breaker when 
deciding between seemingly identical products (Grocery Manufacturers Association & Deloitte, 
2000; IO Sustainability, 2015). This suggests that CSR can actually persuade consumers to 
   
 
5 
 
prefer one company’s product over another’s when other factors are at parity. Further, companies 
successfully implementing CSR initiatives can enhance their reputation and image, and generate 
aggregate value (Filho, Wanderley, Gomez, & Farache, 2010). In fact, consumers are more 
favorable towards, likely to purchase from, and likely to advocate for a company with CSR 
initiatives than those without (Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2011). But simply having a CSR 
program is not always enough to gain a competitive edge; for example, some companies need to 
encourage consumers to engage with their CSR efforts in order to reap such benefits. For 
example, a major oral care company launched a CSR program focused on providing oral health 
care services and education to families in economically disadvantaged communities (Du, 
Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2011). Parents and children who engaged with, or participated in, this CSR 
program received oral hygiene curriculum, oral care products, and low-cost oral care services. 
Du, Bhattacharya, and Sen (2011) found that families who engaged with the CSR program had 
more favorable attitudes and behaviors (e.g., preferred to buy from this company over its 
competitor) than families who did not towards the oral care company. Thus, CSR initiatives have 
the potential to convert everyday consumers into dedicated advocates – allowing a company to 
gain a competitive advantage within the marketplace.  
Crisis management. While an organization can take every necessary precaution to 
prevent a crisis (e.g., defective products, dangerous products, scandals, data breach), these events 
are often unforeseen and of rapid progression. These crises may produce negative consequences 
such as harm to a company’s reputation, negative publicity, and even a drop in sales (Dean, 
2004; Van Heerde, Helsen, & Dekimpe, 2007). Fortunately, there are ways reputable companies 
can mitigate these harmful effects. For example, a strong reputation creates a halo effect to 
protect the company during the crisis (Coombs & Holladay, 2006). Consumers perceive the 
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crisis as less serious and are likely to repurchase from a company when it has a favorable 
reputation (Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994). Previous research has found that a major component of 
a good reputation is CSR. CSR generates numerous reputational benefits for a company, 
including positive brand evaluations, positive product evaluations, company attractiveness, 
enhancement in company image, brand preference, brand loyalty, and brand advocacy (Brown & 
Dacin, 1997; Drumwright, 1994; Du et al., 2007; Handelman & Arnold, 1999; Oppewal et al., 
2005; Osterhus, 1997; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001; Sen et al., 2006). Thus, CSR can be used as an 
effective strategic tool to manage and even minimize the danger of a crisis.  
Increase revenue. The relationship between CSR and financial performance is under 
great debate in the literature, and previous research yields inconclusive findings. The current 
literature focuses heavily on consumer purchase intentions (e.g., Auger, Burke, Devinney, & 
Louviere, 2003; Dutta & Singh, 2013; Klein & Dawar, 2004; Maignan, 2001; Mohr & Webb 
2005; Mohr, Webb, & Harris, 2001; Nanda, 2015; Smith & Alcorn, 1991; Wigley, 2008), rather 
than actual purchase behavior. These findings are often taken at face value, leaving many to 
believe consumers will follow through with this when they actually make a purchase. Other 
research in the literature focuses on the correlational relationship between revenue and CSR. 
Wang, Dou, and Jia (2016) conducted a meta-analysis to assess the CSR-financial performance 
relationship. After examining 42 studies and 119 effect sizes ranging from -.5.18 to .653, the 
authors concluded there is strong evidence that suggests CSR may increase a company’s 
financial performance (Wang, Dou, & Jia, 2016). Similarly, Orlitzky, Schmidt, and Rynes (2003) 
conducted a meta-analysis of 52 studies and found a positive association between CSR and 
financial performance, regardless of industry.  
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Importantly, these findings only shed light on the positive correlation between revenue 
and CSR, and lack a deeper understanding of causation (i.e., why does CSR cause revenue to 
increase?), leaving researchers to question what is effecting the relationship between a 
company’s CSR and consumer purchase decisions. In order to understand this, researchers must 
take a step back and explore why, if at all, consumers purchase from companies with CSR 
programs. To help answer this question, the following literature review provides a thorough 
background on self-presentation theory, and introduces the idea that self-presentation may be 
moderating this relationship. This has many real-world applications as not only does it strengthen 
the argument for adopting and incorporating such programs, it has major implications on 
companies’ marketing and communication strategies as they have the opportunity to leverage 
consumers’ desires to manage their self-presentation and to tailor advertising that reflects the 
need to appear prosocial.  
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Chapter 2: Self-Presentation Theory 
Erving Goffman theorized self-presentation, or impression management, in The 
Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1956; 1959). Research examining self-presentation 
assesses how individuals manage the impressions others form of them; thus, these two terms 
(e.g., self-presentation, impression management) are interchangeable throughout the literature. 
When individuals engage in self-presentation, they use specific tactics in order to project 
desirable impressions to others (Baumeister, 1982). Goffman (1959) equates social interactions 
to a theater, where each person is an individual actor and others within social interactions are the 
audience. Further, every face-to-face interaction has a front stage and back stage — similar to a 
theater (Goffman, 1959). Actors, who play their roles on the front stage, are cognizant of the 
audience’s expectations, which dictate how actors portrays themselves (i.e., actors manage their 
self-presentations to accommodate the audience and situation). As individuals participate in 
various social interactions, they manipulate their self-presentation to create strategically 
appropriate images of themselves. Unlike the front stage, the backstage can only be viewed by 
the actor. Goffman (1959) suggests the backstage is the only place actors can truly be 
themselves. Self-presentation theory suggests the 'self' is not an independent entity nor a 
precursor to human interaction, but rather a social process dependent on face-to-face interactions 
and their outcomes.  
Motives for Engaging in Self-Presentation Behaviors  
Successfully implementing a self-presentation requires an actor to be aware of the 
audiences' behaviors and expectations, to appear genuine and sincere, to be accountable to claims 
and behaviors, and to be mindful of an audience’s ability to assess the veracity of a claim 
(Goffman,1959; Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Schlenker & Leary, 1982; Tseëlon, 1992). Clearly, 
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much effort is required of an actor to implement a self-presentation; therefore, the question 
remains as to the need of managing the impressions of others. Why is it necessary for an 
audience to form a specific impression of an actor? Researchers have found that managing self-
presentations provide actors with opportunities to obtain rewards, solidify identities, and/or 
facilitate social relationships.  
 Obtain rewards. First, managing a self-presentation may enable an actor to obtain social 
or material rewards. Obtaining such rewards often requires individuals to gain power over others 
(Jones, 1990; Tedeschi & Norman, 1985); or, more specifically, to control the social interaction. 
Controlling the social interaction allows individuals to more easily manipulate how others 
perceive them. For example, an employee may desire material rewards (e.g., raise), thus 
recognizing the need to be perceived as hardworking, ethical, and committed by supervisors. If 
the employee can successfully manage the social interaction and convince the employer of the 
projected traits, it may result in a raise and/or promotion. Individuals may also manage their self-
presentation (e.g., wear makeup, lend a helping hand) to elicit social rewards such as praise and 
compliments (Leary & Kowalski, 1990).  
 Solidify identity. Second, individuals may manage their self-presentation to help solidify 
an identity in specific social interactions. Specifically, individuals may attempt to convince 
others they have particular attributes and traits as a means of convincing themselves. For 
example, young employees in the job market may solidify their identity as competent, qualified, 
and successful business professionals by dressing, speaking, and behaving as business 
professionals should. Similarly, adolescents often test various identities (e.g., appearance, 
mannerisms, clothing) to compare and take note of how others (e.g., family, friends, peers) 
perceive them. In fact, young adolescents are more likely than their older peers to develop and 
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experiment with various identities online (Valkenburg, Schouten, & Peter, 2005). Importantly, 
this internet-based identity exploration allows adolescents a special environment to test and 
monitor reactions via the internet (Valkenburg, Schouten & Peter, 2005). It seems likely the 
anonymity of the internet, compared to in-person interactions, provides a safer environment to 
play with and shape identities prior to testing them in face-to-face interactions. Individuals may 
also engage in self-presentation to increase their self-esteem. For example, they may convince 
others they are attractive, capable, talented, and/or smart as a way to convince themselves; 
therefore, enhancing their self-esteem. Recently, researchers explored the underlying motivations 
that drive the need to post selfies on social media (Pounders, Kowalczyk, & Stowers, 2016). 
Results showed that posting selfies allowed individuals to appear physically attractive and 
happy, and to enhance their self-esteem (i.e., getting 'likes' in an attractive selfie made 
participants feel positive and confident; Pounders, Kowalczyk, & Stowers, 2016). These findings 
suggest posting highlights of one’s life on social media may boost self-esteem by creating a self-
perception of having a fulfilling life and being attractive.  
Facilitate social relationships. Individuals may manage their self-presentation to avoid 
conflict and reduce tension. This often results in people misrepresenting themselves or masking 
their true beliefs or feelings in order to conform to social norms (Brown, 1998). For example, 
individuals might compliment a piece of jewelry they believe to be unflattering or claim to agree 
with others’ political views. Doing so allows individuals to avoid awkward or unpleasant social 
interactions as well as any negative perceptions that may result from such situations. In fact, 
finding similar ground and acting friendly towards strangers helps increase the likelihood of 
forming strong social bonds while decreasing the likelihood of social exclusion (Leary & 
Kowalski, 1990). This is evident in unfamiliar social environments, such as meeting a spouses' 
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family or starting a new job, as individuals often suppress negative emotions and thoughts that 
may results in unwanted social stigmas (Clark & Taraban, 1991). Interestingly, research has 
found that individuals experiencing stress in novel social situations smile more compared to 
situations in which they experience stress while alone (Ansfield, 2007). Clearly, it is 
advantageous to appear calm and happy in front of others than to reveal one's frantic or stressful 
thoughts. Conversely, individuals are less likely to engage in self-presentation when in the 
presence of familiar friends than with strangers (Tice et al., 1995). It is likely they feel more 
comfortable expressing their true-selves around familiar audiences (e.g., best friends, family), 
and feel less of a need to use impression management tactics. Thus, it can be concluded that the 
importance of forming new relationships largely influences how one manages self-presentation. 
In fact, Baumeister and Leary (1995) suggest humans are intrinsically motivated to build and 
maintain social relationships in order to avoid negative consequences of being socially excluded. 
Impression management provides individuals the opportunity to express themselves in a 
desirable way to develop and maintain those social ties. Further, research suggests the 
perceptions others form of particular individuals may impact how the larger social group 
perceives or act towards them (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Thus, self-presentation can facilitate 
social relationships while also helping to form larger social networks. 
Tactics to Manage Self-Presentation  
Goffman’s (1959) work has inspired researchers to explore various components of self-
presentation, including the identification and classification of specific impression management 
tactics (Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley, & Gilstrapal, 2008). To better understand these individual 
tactics, researchers have classified them into ten main categories: 1) exemplification, 2) 
intimidation, 3) supplication, 4) self-promotion, 5) ingratiation, 6) account giving, 7) preemptive 
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excuse making, 8) self-handicapping, 9) basking in reflected glory, and 10) prosociality. Please 
note, prosocial behaviors will be reviewed separately in a later section.  
Exemplification. Individuals may use exemplification tactics to appear morally superior, 
righteous, and honest (Burusic & Rubar, 2014), and to make an audience believe their actions are 
worthy and exemplary (Jones & Pittman, 1982). Individuals who engage in exemplification 
leverage behaviors (e.g., extreme dedication, martyrdom, exaggerating about one’s hardships) 
that demonstrate discipline, personal integrity, effectiveness, and moral responsibility (Brown, 
Stocks, & Wilder, 2006; Gardner & Avolio, 1998; Gardner & Cleavenger, 1998). 
Exemplification is especially beneficial for employees in organizations. For example, employees 
may arrive to work early and stay afterhours, take shorter and/or fewer vacations, work while 
sick, and remain continuously reachable to employers – ultimately creating an impression of a 
hardworking and dedicated employee (Long, 2017). In fact, previous research has found these 
tactics to be successful in creating such an image. Liu, Loi, and Lam (2013) asked supervisors at 
various car dealerships to rate salespeople on various measures, including ethical leadership, 
performance, and exemplification. The researchers found that employees who used 
exemplification tactics earned higher performance ratings from their supervisors. These results 
suggest that supervisors form more positive perceptions of employees who use exemplification 
tactics than employees who do not. Further, employees who engage in exemplification tactics are 
perceived as vital to a company’s success (Aguinis & O’Boyle, 2014; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 
2009; Johns, 2010). It is possible that exemplification tactics are successful in the workplace 
because employers rely on employees who are dedicated and dependable compared to employees 
who put forth minimal effort.   
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Intimidation. Individuals who engage in intimidation tactics may act threatening or 
intimidating to be perceived as dangerous or forceful (Harris, Kacmar, Zivnuska, & Shaw, 2007). 
Specific intimidation tactics include pressure, threats, and bullying as a means to produce fear in 
others. For example, an employer may act hard, strict and unforgiving to intimidate employees. 
Likewise, employees may use such tactics on peers in an effort to create an impression of being 
powerful. While intimidation may seem relatively negative compared to other self-presentation 
tactics, it has the ability to set individuals apart from others by presenting themselves as 
dominant and strong (Whitaker & Dahling, 2013). As a result, intimidation tactics can be 
strategic within organizations. For example, employees who engage in these tactics are viewed 
more positively by their managers (Wayne, Liden, Graf, & Ferris, 1997) and also receive more 
positive performance evaluations (Bolino & Turnley, 2003a) than those who do not. A more 
recent study assessed MBA students on a variety of attributes and behaviors, including 
autonomy, intimidation, and personality, while the students' employers evaluated them on a 
variety of traits (Whitaker & Dahling, 2013). Results showed that employers gave higher ratings 
of promotability to MBA students who engaged in intimidation tactics in the workplace than 
those who lacked such tendencies. Conversely, intimidation tactics may be used by supervisors 
to help subordinates improve their abilities and achieve goals in the work place (Yukl & Tracy, 
1992). Other researchers, however, have found that intimidation tactics can also be used to 
appear aggressive and threatening. For example, intimidation tactics are extremely prominent in 
the political and/or business sphere. Research has found that wrongdoers often use intimidation 
tactics to prevent and/or deter whistleblowers from publicly reporting their malevolent actions 
(Gundlach, Douglas, & Martinko, 2003). Essentially, these intimidation tactics are used to 
invoke a sense of fear in whistleblowers.  
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Supplication. Individuals engage in supplication by exaggerating their inabilities or 
weaknesses to gain sympathy or help from others (Bolino & Turnley, 1999; Gibson & Sachau, 
2000). Individuals who engage in supplication are intentionally showing their weakness in order 
to minimize damage to their image (Wang, 2015). Supplication includes tactics such as playing 
helpless or self-deprecation. For example, claiming ignorance of a specific task, such as being 
unaware of how to play tennis, may minimize the negative judgment of others should an 
individual play poorly. While these behaviors have the potential to make someone look helpless 
or weak, individuals often use supplication tactics in an effort to attract and reward helpers 
(Gardner & Cleavenger, 1998). As such, supplication has very practical applications and can 
greatly benefit the individual using such tactics. For example, politicians are viewed more 
positively and receive greater support from voters when they explicitly claim to be the underdog 
in a political race (Goldschmied & Vandello, 2009). In fact, publicizing one's lack of experience 
or limitations can encourage others to help or pitch in (Nagy, Kacmkar, & Harris, 2011). 
Researchers examined applications submitted by entrepreneurs and start-ups to an investment 
network (Parhankangas & Ehrlich, 2013). Each applicant prepared a detailed report including 
investments, employees, and finances. Researchers then coded the applications for the use of 
impression management tactics. Results showed applicants who used supplication tactics (e.g., 
admitting to needing help) were perceived as trustworthy and honest by potential investors. 
Therefore, stating a deficiency or limitation has the potential to benefit an individual as it 
minimizes the damage caused by appearing weak and allows one to create an impression of 
being open and honest.  
Self-promotion. Self-promotion allows individuals to appear confident. For example, 
individuals may create an impression of being capable, intelligent, or gifted by bragging about 
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their cunning or boasting about their talents. Similar to previous tactics, this may result in 
positive consequences within the workplace. For example, researchers asked New York state 
legislative interns to complete a survey about their predicted future income, abilities, 
characteristics, and attributes (Giacalonef & Rosenfeld, 2000). The interns were randomly 
assigned to one of two survey instructions (e.g., write their name on the survey, do not write their 
name on the survey). After completing the survey, the interns were then randomly assigned to 
either turn their survey in to another intern or program director. The researchers found that 
interns used more self-promotion tactics when their survey was public (e.g., included their name) 
and turned in to a program director. These findings suggest that when information about one's 
abilities may become public, individuals might actually boast or exaggerate their abilities in 
order to appear more competent.   
Ingratiation. Individuals engage in ingratiation tactics so that others will prescribe 
positive traits to them (Jones, 1990). In fact, past research has found that people are generally 
more positive towards those who have positive interpersonal qualities (e.g., nice, helpful, offers 
compliments or favors) than those who lack such traits (Bailey, 2015). As such, individuals who 
engage in ingratiation typically use tactics such as favors, flattery, opinion conformity, and 
imitation (Jones, 1990). For example, voter favorability is crucial in order for politicians to 
advance their political careers. Even the U. S. president, who may desire to run for a second term 
in office, relies on voter favorability. Interestingly, when examining the inaugural addresses of 
presidents who served two terms, researchers found that the first inaugural address included 
more ingratiation tactics than the second (Smith, Whitehead, Blackard, & Blackard, 2015). This 
suggests that presidents are more dependent on favorability of their constituents in the first term 
(e.g., require votes for a second term) than their second term. These findings are a crucial 
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addition to the literature as they show that the need to create positive perceptions influences an 
individual’s behavioral tactics. If this need disappears (e.g., not running for another term), the 
use of ingratiation tactics is diminished. Ingratiation tactics may also be useful during more 
applicable situations, such as job interviews. For example, interviewers are more positive 
towards job applicants who use ingratiation tactics compared to those who do not (Chen, Lee, & 
Yeh, 2008). These findings further demonstrate that the appearance of positive qualities can 
greatly impact an audience’s perception.  
Account giving. Account giving tactics help individuals alleviate the negative 
consequences of a specific action. Common tactics include claiming innocence, excuses, 
justifications, and apologies (Brown, 1998). For example, a child might apologize for lying, an 
employee might create an excuse for deleting an important file, or a criminal may plead innocent 
to a crime — all of which help to essentially "lessen the blow." Some researchers argue that 
account giving is a particularly considerate self-presentation tactic because at its core is an 
implicit reference to ethical values (Gollan & Witte, 2008); individuals who engage in account 
giving tactics must first evaluate negative situations and recognize the need for some type of 
action. For example, Dunn and Cody (2000) found that males who apologize and accept 
responsibility for sexual harassment are seen are more credible, competent, likeable, and 
dedicated than males who deny the action. These findings suggest that account giving, which 
necessitates individuals to recognize negative situations and act accordingly, may result in more 
positive perceptions than if an individual were to ignore the situation altogether.  
Preemptive excuse making. Individuals engage in preemptive excuse making, also 
known as claimed self-handicapping, when they make anticipatory excuses by identifying 
negative characteristics that influence performance. This differs from account giving, which 
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occurs after the behavior. Further, preemptive excuses are statements, not behaviors. For 
example, a football player may claim he did not practice for a game prior to losing. Ferradás, 
Freire, Valle and Núñez (2016) examined preemptive excuse making among college students by 
assessing their academic ambitions and preemptive excuse tactics. Results found that college 
students who compare their academic success and goals to others tend to engage in more 
preemptive excuse making. This suggests the use of such tactics allows individuals to evade 
unpleasant consequences that may affect perceptions of competence, i.e., when comparing their 
failures to others' successes, individuals may use preemptive excuses to save-face. This also has 
implications in a clinical context, as Suhr and Wei (2013) demonstrated preemptive excuse 
making among self-reports of ADHD symptoms. For example, patients diagnosed with ADHD 
are more likely to use ADHD symptoms as a preemptive excuse for poor performance in 
measures of intelligence compared to poor performance when playing a game (Suhr & Wei, 
2013). These findings are not only important for ADHD research and diagnoses (e.g., inaccuracy 
of self-reports), they also demonstrate how and when preemptive excuse making may be likely to 
occur. When faced with failure, individuals may defer to preemptive excuses, allowing them to 
preserve their self-presentation. 
Self-handicapping. Self-handicapping, first theorized by Jones and Berglas (1978), 
occurs when individuals deliberately create obstacles that deter their success. Unlike preemptive 
excuse making (e.g., a claim), self-handicapping is a behavior. For example, an individual might 
play video games all night rather than study, potentially resulting in a failed test the following 
day. Park and Brown (2014) assessed these behaviors among college students, and found self-
handicapping strategies (e.g., staying up late, not rehearsing for a presentation) helped prevent 
others from forming negative perceptions of the students (Park & Brown, 2014). This suggests 
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purposefully hampering one’s abilities may actually diminish the negative evaluations of others. 
Importantly, self-handicapping appears to work best when it is subtle — otherwise these actions 
may appear intentional. It seems unlikely that others would dispute a self-handicapping behavior, 
as some researchers argue that self-handicapping is more successful than preemptive excuse 
making (Hirt, Deppe, & Gordon, 1991). While additional research is required to support this 
argument, it makes sense that a claim is more questionable than actual behavioral proof.  
Basking in reflected glory. Basking in reflected glory, as the name implies, involves 
associating oneself with others’ successes and/or positive qualities. For example, a baseball 
player who was benched the entire game may still claim, “we won,” after the team wins. By 
using the term “we,” the baseball player is able to create an association to the more capable 
teammates and potentially increase positive perceptions among onlookers. Researchers have 
found that this particular tactic is common among adolescents seeking popularity among peers 
(Dijkstra, Cillessen, Lidenberg, & Veenstra, 2010). By associating themselves with more popular 
peers, students are seen as more likeable and achieve higher popularity status than prior to the 
association (Dijkstra, Cillessen, Lidenberg & Veenstra, 2010). This suggests that befriending 
popular peers allows students to obtain a more popular status by way of association. Basking in 
reflected glory does not always require a close connection between individuals. For example, 
researchers examined the influence of president Barack Obama on names of African-American 
newborns (Anderson-Clark & Green, 2017). Researchers asked African-American mothers to 
answer questions regarding the demographics of herself and her child(ren). Expert government 
agents, each with years of professional experience coding names, rated the names from 1 (not 
ethnic sounding at all) to 5 (highly ethnic sounding). Results found that children born after 2008 
had significantly more ethnic sounding names than those born before 2008 (Anderson-Clark & 
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Green, 2017). While additional research is needed to support these findings, it suggests the 
possibility that mothers might have been motivated to bask in the reflected glory of the U. S. 
president and associate their children with his success.  
Managing Self-Presentation Online 
 Most of the research on self-presentation largely examines social situations in which 
individuals are face-to-face; technology, however, now provides a novel environment for 
impression management. Much of the recent research on impression management examines 
online communities. These online social networks, such as Instagram and Facebook, as well as 
dating websites such as Match.com and Eharmony.com, provide individuals with the freedom to 
develop, test, and fine-tune self-presentations. By using these online platforms, individuals can 
construct thoughtful, strategic profiles that influence how others perceive them (Rosenberg & 
Egbert, 2011). Walther, Van Der Heide, Kim, Westerman, and Tong (2008) evaluated the impact 
of friends and comments on an individual’s Facebook page, and found that the attractive 
appearance of friends and positive comments made on the profile correlated with higher ratings 
of the profile owner’s physical attractiveness (Walther et al., 2008). Thus, individuals may 
manage their self-presentation online by strategically creating a social profile (e.g., displaying 
specific friends and/or comments). Additionally, Schwammlein and Wodzicki (2012) found that 
individuals modify their online profiles to become closer to others. For example, individuals may 
engage in high self-disclosure and reveal personal information about themselves to build and 
maintain bonds within online communities (Schwammlein & Wodzicki, 2012).  
 Generally, self-presentation occurs via face-to-face interactions, allowing actors to give 
tangible behaviors (e.g., body language, spoken word, facial expressions) to the audience. 
Because these behaviors occur in real-time, they can easily be challenged. For example, if 
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someone who is 5'1" claims to be 6'5," the self-presentation can instantly be questioned by the 
audience. Unlike face-to-face interactions, however, online social networks provide greater 
anonymity and control of one's self-presentation. For example, researchers found that 86% of 
people lie about their physical appearance on their online dating profiles (Gibbs, Ellison, & 
Heino, 2006). Compared to face-to-face interactions, the additional layer of anonymity provides 
a greater opportunity to misrepresent or exaggerate oneself (Cornwell & Lundgren, 2001). For 
example, individuals might exaggerate philanthropic behavior by 'sharing' a volunteer post, or 
embellish an adventurous side by claiming to be a skydiver. In more elaborate situations, an 
individual may even participate in catfishing (i.e., developing a false persona on social networks 
for deceiving purposes; Catfishing, 2017). Managing self-presentation online, however, may not 
always successfully facilitate positive perceptions. For example, developing a self-presentation 
of someone seductive and sexy may result in undesirable outcomes. Women perceive females 
with sexualized profile photos as less socially desirable, less physically attractive, and less 
competent than females with nonsexualized profile photos (Daniels & Zurbriggen, 2016). This 
research, however, excludes male participants who may likely hold different (e.g., more positive) 
perceptions than their female counterparts. Other research has found that individuals leverage 
online social networks to signal or exaggerate their generosity and philanthropic behavior 
(Berman, Levine, Barasch, & Small, 2015). For example, individuals may post a status about 
volunteering, share information about a charity 5K, or follow local shelters and non-profits. 
Indeed, online environments grant individuals greater liberty to develop fantastical self-
presentations that would otherwise never come to fruition in real-world settings (Stone, 1996; 
Turkle, 1995). To summarize, impression management is flexible and pliable; it can easily be 
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adapted to both face-to-face interactions and online settings, permitting individuals to dream, 
test, and execute even the most eccentric self-presentations.  
Individual Differences in Managing Self-Presentation  
 Similar to any other type of behavior, there are various individual differences that 
influence the extent to which self-presentation tactics are used, such as culture, gender, ability to 
self-monitor, and personality traits.  
Culture. Cross-cultural research shows that individuals from different cultures (e.g., 
individualistic, collectivist) tend to differ in impression management tactics. Individualism, 
which is more prominent in Western societies, stresses the importance of individual entities over 
groups (Hofstede, 1980; Loose, 2008; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002). Individualistic 
cultures rely on the success of individuals, and reward independence and self-reliance. 
Collectivism, which is more common in Eastern societies, places more emphasis on groups than 
individuals (Green, Deschamps, & Paez, 2005; Power, Schoenherr, & Samson, 2009). 
Collectivist cultures are more dependent on the ability to function within groups than are 
individualistic cultures, and place more importance in the ability to cooperate to facilitate group 
success (Matsumoto, 1991). Cultural influences (e.g., emphasis on individual or group) seem to 
largely influence the use of specific impression management tactics. For example, researchers 
examined personal Yahoo! profile pages in Korea and the U. S., and found that those in the U.S. 
used more self-promotion tactics (e.g., describing traits and personality, descriptions of the self), 
while those in Korea used more ingratiation tactics (e.g., indirect descriptions, links to social 
groups and institutions; Kim & Papacharissi, 2003). This suggests that in Western cultures, 
tactics are leveraged to enhance the individual; while in Eastern cultures, tactics are more geared 
toward creating a self-presentation similar to the in-group. Similarly, Chen (2010) evaluated 
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online blogs in the U. S. and Taiwan for use of self-presentation tactics. Results showed that 
those in the U. S. focused more on personal details (e.g., self-promotion), and less on social 
relations, while Taiwanese bloggers focused more on social relationships (e.g., ingratiation 
tactics) and refrained from posting personal details (Chen, 2010). These findings further 
demonstrate that impression management tactics parallel one’s cultural background. Those from 
individualistic cultures engage in self-promotion tactics which emphasize the individual, and 
those from collectivist cultures use ingratiation tactics that focus on relationships and social 
groups.  
Gender. An audience’s perceptions and expectations of gender roles can facilitate 
stereotyped gendered behaviors during social interactions (Bolino & Turnley, 2003b; Deaux & 
Major, 1987; DuBrin, 1991; Karsten, 1994). Guadagno and Cialdini (2007) conducted a meta-
analysis of impression management tactics, and noted which tactics were used more by men, 
women, or whether there was no difference in use. Results found that women engage in more 
opinion conformity (Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007), flattery (DuBrin, 1994; Eagly & Carli, 1981; 
Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007; Tannen, 1994) and modesty-related tactics (e.g., deemphasizing 
performance; Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007; Heatherington, Burns, & Gustafson, 1998; Jones & 
Wortman, 1973) than men, while men engage in more self-promotion tactics (e.g., boasting; 
DuBrin, 1994; Lee, Quigley, Guadagno, & Cialdini, 2007; Nesler, Corbett, & Tedeschi, 1999; 
Strutton, Pelton, & Lumpkin, 1995; Tannen, 1994), and offer more favors (DuBrin,1991; 
Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007; Higgins & Snyder, 1989; Strutton et al., 1995) than women. These 
findings suggest that women and men may engage in self-presentation tactics consistent with 
stereotyped gender roles. Research has also explored these gender differences within an online 
context. Manago, Graham, Greenfield, and Salimkhan (2008) examined women’s and men’s 
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Myspace profiles for impression management tactics, and found that tactics used on Myspace 
were consistent with stereotyped gender roles. Women focused on physical appearance and 
affiliations, while men focused on dominance and power. Thus, it appears social interactions 
influence how women and men use self-presentation tactics. While possibly controversial, 
individuals engaging in self-presentation may find it more beneficial (e.g., garnering audience's 
positive perceptions) to adopt gender-consistent tactics that meet the audience’s expectations. 
Self-monitoring. Successfully implementing a self-presentation necessitates the ability to 
manage impressions and adjust behavior appropriately. Therefore, an individual difference that 
may impact this ability is self-monitoring, which allows individuals to monitor and adjust 
behavior in various social contexts (Snyder, 1974; Tyler, Kearns, & McIntyre, 2016). In other 
words, self-monitoring allows individuals to tailor their self-presentation according to the 
situation, such as what the audience does or does not know, the characteristics of the audience, 
what the audience values, etc. (Barclay, 2013). Self-monitoring is not black and white, but rather 
a spectrum with lower and higher variances. Low self-monitors are less attentive to social cues 
and are thus more restricted in their facilitation of self-presentation than high self-monitors 
(Fuglestad & Snyder, 2010). Conversely, high self-monitors are more worried with their public 
image (Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009), and are more attuned to social cues (Snyder & Gangestad, 
2000) than low self-monitors. Essentially, high self-monitors are motivated via external cues 
(e.g., social interactions, audience expectations). These individuals are highly attuned to social 
situations, and execute behave accordingly. Low self-monitors are motivated to behave via 
internal cues (e.g., feelings, thoughts). Rather than allowing social interactions to direct behavior, 
low self-monitors react based on their feelings and emotions. In order to know what is needed to 
effectively create a desired impression, Hogan and Briggs (1986) suggest that individuals must 
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possess a specific cognitive ability – social acuity. Social acuity allows an individual to assume 
others' perspectives and infer the behaviors that will result in certain impressions. This suggests 
high self-monitors hold relatively higher levels of social acuity, allowing them to more 
successfully implement self-presentation tactics. Tyler, McIntyre, Graziano, and Sands (2015) 
evaluated how self-monitoring influences an individual's cognitive access to concepts related to 
impression management. The researchers asked participants to complete a variety of tasks, 
including a self-monitoring measure and learning a list of words related to impression 
management. The results found that high self-monitors recalled more self-presentation-related 
words than low self-monitors, suggesting greater cognitive access to these concepts (Tyler, 
McIntyre, Graziano, & Sands, 2015). 
Personality traits. Previous research has examined the Big Five personality traits (e.g., 
extraversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, neuroticism) and their influence on 
self-presentation tactics. For example, some research has found that individuals with relatively 
higher levels of neuroticism and lower levels of conscientiousness tend to use self-presentation 
tactics more frequently (Seidman, 2013). Neuroticism is associated with lower self-esteem 
(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002), as well as the desire to belong (Seidman, 2013); 
therefore, it makes sense that those with higher levels of neuroticism use impression 
management tactics to boost their self-esteem and gain acceptance by social groups. Individuals 
with relatively higher levels of conscientiousness tend to have traits such as motivation, 
discipline, and organization (Vries, Vries, & Born, 2011). Thus, these individuals may have 
more self-confidence and self-assurance, and feel less of a need to manage their impression; 
whereas individuals with relatively lower levels of conscientiousness, who may lack motivation 
and discipline, may have a greater desire to engage self-presentation tactics to develop a 
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confident persona. Further, Lee, Ahn, and Kim (2014) examined online self-presentation on 
Facebook, and found that extraverts were more likely to engage in self-presentation (e.g., upload 
photos, display their friends and social groups, update their status, comment, like, share others’ 
statuses) than the other Big Five personalities (Lee, Ahn, & Kim, 2014). It is possible that 
extraverts, who tend to be sociable and outgoing, are generally more comfortable with social 
networks and may also feel a greater need to keep up their active appearance.  
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Chapter 3: Prosocial Behavior 
As previously mentioned, there is a variety of impression management tactics; yet one in 
particular has gained recent attention: prosocial behavior. Although there is much debate on how 
to conceptualize it, many researchers define prosocial behavior as any behavior that is beneficial 
to others (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2007; Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005; 
Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007). Many classic theories, such as 
cognitive, psychoanalytic, and behaviorism, have attempted to explain prosocial behavior. 
Prosociality, however, poses much difficulty for these approaches.   
In an effort to explain prosocial behavior, cognitive psychologists proposed the Cognitive 
Theory of Moral Development (Kohlberg, 1969). This theory posits a six-stage model of 
development for moral reasoning and social processes that drive ethical and moral behavior, such 
as prosociality. According to this model, individuals climb various stages of moral development. 
Succession throughout these stages in dictated by how an individual justifies behaviors in ethical 
dilemmas, allowing them to learn how to act ethically. This theory, however, is heavily criticized 
and is unable to thoroughly explain all aspects of prosocial behavior. Kohlberg’s (1969) research 
is limited to male participants, suggesting strong gender biases and lack of generalizability 
(Gilligan, 1977; Goolsby & Hunt, 1992; Levine et al., 1985). Further, Kohlberg (1969) argues 
that ethical and moral behavior is driven by the need to defend rights and maintain justice, yet 
ignores principles such as compassion and caring (Gilligan, 1982). There is also scarce evidence 
that demonstrates defined stages of moral reasoning truly exist; instead, research suggests they 
are simply the result of Kohlberg’s schema building (Falvell, 1982; Keil, 1981). Next, 
Psychoanalytic theory suggests that human behavior is driven by selfish, egotistical desires 
(Batson, 1987; Batson, 1991; Batson & Coke, 1981). Because of this, psychoanalysis postulates 
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that pseudo-altruism, 'altruism' that is motivated by egotistical needs and emphasizes an 
individual's welfare over others, drives prosocial behavior (Hoffman, 1981; Schwartz, 1993). 
Psychoanalytic theory, however, lacks the ability to explain non-selfish prosocial behavior or 
prosocial behavior driven by non-egotistical motivations. Finally, behavioral psychologists 
proposed Social Learning Theory, which argues individuals learn to act through observation 
(Bandura, 1977; Rushton, 1976). For example, children who watch adults behave generously will 
learn and adopt the observed behaviors. Social Learning Theory relies heavily on observation, 
and disregards individual differences in personality or motivation. Although these classic 
theories cannot completely explain prosocial behavior, they potentially play a relatively smaller 
role in development and implementation. 
While cognitive, psychoanalytic, and behaviorist theories lack the ability to explain 
prosocial behavior, evolutionary theory has garnered the most research interest (Penner, Dovidio, 
Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). According to evolutionary theory, any social behavior that 
increases reproductive success is likely to be passed on to future generations (Cosmides & 
Tooby, 1994). Yet for an animal to reproduce, it must first survive. Evolutionary theorists claim 
an animal's survival is often determined by how well it competes with same-sex group members 
to secure limited resources (Franzoi, 2006). Therefore, it seems logical that animals should be 
selfish and illogical for animals to be helpful. Researchers, however, have recorded many 
incidences of animals selflessly protecting members of their own species (Fouts, 1997). For 
example, when chimpanzees forage for food they may release a warning call to alert the group of  
nearby predators (Franzoi, 2006). By releasing a warning call, a chimpanzee actually reveals its 
location to the predator; it is risking its life for the safety of the group. If animals are in fact 
driven by selfish motives and the need to survive, why would they engage in such behavior? To 
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answer this, evolutionary theorists propose two principles: 1) kin selection and 2) reciprocal 
helping.  
Kin selection theory argues that individuals help blood relatives because it increases the 
chances that shared familial genes are passed on (Hamilton, 1963). For example, individuals 
enhance the odds of passing on their genes by having their own children, and also by making 
sure their blood relatives have children. Blood relatives share many of the same genes; thus, 
aiding in their survival will also help to carry on individuals' genes – even if they do not survive 
the helpful act (e.g., releasing warning call; Smith, 1964). As such, proponents for evolutionary 
theory argue that natural selection favors helpful acts when they benefit blood relatives. While 
this explains why individuals help blood relatives, it fails to address more general helping 
behavior (e.g., helping strangers or non-blood relatives). A prominent example of this is the 
transfer of food between those who obtained it and non-blood relatives who did not (Bliege Bird, 
Ready, & Power, 2018). In fact, this prosocial act of sharing food beyond one’s blood relatives is 
seen cross-culturally, and is common among many indigenous tribes and foraging societies such 
as the Hiwi of Venezuela (Gurven, Hill, Kaplan, Hurtado, & Lyles, 2000), Batek of Malaysia 
(Endicott, 1988), Hadza of Tanzania (Blurton Jones, 2016), Meriam of Australia (Bliege Bird, 
Bird, Smith, & Kushnick, 2002), and Martu of Australia (Bird & Power, 2015). Clearly, the 
common manifestation of this prosocial behavior suggests an underlying benefit to assisting non-
kin.  
Helping strangers and non-blood relatives, however, is not exclusive to humans. 
Researchers have documented many cases of chimpanzees, dolphins, and lions protecting and 
nurturing unrelated newborns (Connor & Norris, 1982; Goodall, 1986). Yet, the question 
remains, what drives the motivation to help those who do not share familial genes? Trivers' 
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(1971) theory of reciprocal helping answers this by stating that individuals help others (e.g., 
strangers, non-blood relatives) because there is an expectation that the favor will be returned in 
the future. For example, an individual might drive a friend to the airport on an early Sunday 
morning with the expectation that this favor will be reciprocated in the future. From an 
evolutionary stand point, reciprocal helping acts like an insurance policy against danger or 
starvation (Saad, 2013). For example, protecting or feeding non-blood relatives will secure 
future, and equivalent, reciprocal acts. In order for reciprocal helping to work, however, the cost 
to the helper should be relatively low whereas the benefit to the recipient should be relatively 
high (Franzoi, 2006). Further, their roles must be likely to reverse in the future (Brown & Moore, 
2000). For example, various species participate in social grooming (e.g., one individual cleans 
another). Generally, these roles are immediately reversed so that the groomee cleans the groomer 
(Matheson & Bernstein, 2000). The favor of grooming yields low cost to the groomer (e.g., 
losing time) and high benefits to the groomee (e.g., removing parasites). Taken together, kin 
selection and reciprocal helping demonstrate underlying mechanisms which potentially explain 
the transfer of helping behaviors to future generations.   
Although prosocial behavior may hold evolutionary roots, it seems likely that humans 
would develop social mechanisms that help to maintain these adaptive helping strategies (Nesse, 
2000; Simon, 1990). Indeed, most societies develop and enforce social norms which guide 
expectations of behavior. Because these expectations are shared, there exists the promise of 
reward if they are followed and the threat of punishment if they are not obeyed. Therefore, most 
individuals make an effort to avoid the negative social stigmas linked to norm-deviant behavior 
and focus on building reputations of cooperation and helping (Posner & Rasmusen, 1999; Rind 
& Benjamin, 1994; Whatley, Webster, Smith, & Rhodes, 1999). In fact, practicing conservation 
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and “being green” are influenced by the need to follow group norms (Van Vugt, 2009). Social 
norms are extremely powerful, especially in the context of observation; surveillance, even by 
strangers, can exponentially increase compliance. For example, Gerber, Green, and Larimer 
(2008) found that comparing one’s voter history to a neighbor’s can increase election turnout 
rates. Clearly, the possibility of one's voter history being be made public is enough to pressure an 
individual into voting. Surveillance and observation have also been found to increase behaviors 
such as charitable donations (Barclay, 2004; Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; Hoffman et al., 1994; 
Milinski, 2002b; Rege & Telle, 2004), tax donations (Coricelli et al., 2010), and even 
volunteering (Bereczkei, Birkas, & Kerekes, 2007). Similar results are found while watching 
others. For example, those who witness prosocial behaviors are more likely to act prosocially 
compared to those who do not (Nook, Ong, Morelli, Mitchell, & Zaki, 2016). To further 
demonstrate the power of social norms, a meta-analysis of 67 studies revealed that social 
influence is the main predictor recycling behavior (Hornik, Cherian, Madansky, & Narayana, 
1995). 
Previous research has also found that the presence of an audience can influence an 
individual's generosity. Specifically, charitable contributions increase when an audience is 
present to monitor the behavior (Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006). In addition to money, recent 
research suggests non-monetary contributions (e.g., donating clothing, volunteering time) can 
also enhance one’s self presentation. For example, research findings suggest the main motivation 
to give non-monetary contributions is to appear generous (Ellingsen & Johannesson, 2011). 
Thus, even behaviors that appear selfless can have self-presentation intentions. For example, a 
recent study gave participants a personality measure as well as a sum of money to donate or 
keep; the order of these two tasks were randomized (Cueva & Dessi, 2012). Results found that 
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participants donated more money when they completed the personality measure first compared to 
those who completed it second (Cueva & Dessi, 2012). These findings suggest that the salience 
of one's self-presentation may actually influence philanthropic behaviors. Other research has 
explored the relationship between benefactor (e.g., providing the donation) and beneficiary (e.g., 
receiving the donation). For example, a research study randomly grouped participants into pairs 
with a donor and a recipient, and then randomly assigned the pairs to one of two conditions (e.g., 
could communicate, could not communicate; Ellingsen & Johannesson, 2007). The donors were 
given a sum of money as well as the decision to share the money with the recipient. The results 
showed that donors were more likely to share the money with recipients when they were in the 
communication condition compared to the no communication condition (Ellingsen & 
Johannesson, 2007). This suggests the lack of anonymity, combined with potential negative 
perceptions of others, may impact the decision to donate. 
Social norms provide guidance to many behaviors, and there are two specific social 
norms that guide prosociality. The first, norm of social responsibility, argues that help must be 
given when individuals depend on or are in need of assistance (Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963). 
According to this norm, individuals within a society should have a strong sense of duty and feel 
the obligation to provide assistance, even without the assurance of future reciprocity. For 
example, individuals who witness a bicycle accident have an obligation to check on the injured 
rider, even though this act will likely never be returned. Researchers argue the norm of social 
responsibility holds an underlying assumption that helping is entwined in society and expected of 
all individuals (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). In order to explore this norm, researchers examined 
voluntary donations at Desolation Wilderness (e.g., a federally protected wilderness area in 
California; Martin, 2000). This location was chosen as fees are not mandatory at the trailheads; 
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thus, day-visitors are solicited for charitable donations. As expected, researchers found most day-
visitors claimed to donate; and, interestingly, those who donated were more likely than those 
who did not to share the goals, views, and values of the Forest Service (Martin, 2000). These 
findings perfectly demonstrate the norm of social responsibility as day-visitors felt an obligation 
to engage in prosocial behavior knowing they would likely not receive any type of reciprocal 
prosocial act in return. These findings are also interesting in the sense that those who donated to 
Desolation Wilderness identified more with the Forest Service than those who did not. This 
identification, or association, may make individuals feel obligated to make monetary 
contributions. Research has also focused on social responsibility for the greater good (e.g., 
environmentalism), which suggests environmentalists feel morally obligated to act 
environmentally responsibly (e.g., recycle; Kaiser & Byrka, 2011). This further demonstrates the 
norm of social responsibility as these environmentalists behave responsibly despite the lack of 
reciprocity. 
Second, norm of reciprocity suggests the need to maintain equality in social relationships; 
i.e., those who receive help should reciprocate help to that same individual (Gouldner, 1960).
Norm of reciprocity is driven by individuals’ belief in the mutual exchange of helping behaviors 
(Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003), i.e., individuals within a society must share 
beliefs and expectations concerning others’ reciprocal behavior. Thus, these beliefs and 
expectations motivate prosocial behavior because it will be reciprocated (Oarga, Stavrova, & 
Fetchenhauer, 2015). For example, when observing children playing together, researchers find 
positive correlations between the amount of help received and the amount of help given 
(Fujisawa, Kutsukake, & Hasegawa, 2008). These findings suggest that prosocial behavior is 
likely to be reciprocated, even among children. It seems likely that a strong sense of moral 
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obligation motivates the reciprocity of prosocial behavior — not doing so would deviate from 
expected social norms. Interestingly, the reciprocity of prosocial behavior is not exclusive to the 
“giver.” Individuals may solicit prosocial acts with the implication they will be reciprocated in 
the future. In fact, previous research has demonstrated individuals are more likely to ask for help 
when they have the opportunity to reciprocate the favor compared to when they do not 
(Greenberg & Shapiro, 1971), suggesting the need to maintain equilibrium within social 
relationships.   
Self-Presentation Motives for Engaging in Prosocial Behavior 
Prosocial behavior may appear altruistic, but impression management theory argues these 
specific tactics allow individuals to manage their self-presentation (Berman, Levine, Barasch, & 
Small, 2015). Researchers have found that prosocial behavior benefits employees in the 
workplace, facilitates in-group membership, creates impressions of trust, and is associated with 
leadership.   
Workplace benefits. Prosocial behaviors in the workplace, or organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB), are behaviors that go above and beyond an employee's roles and obligations 
(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Whiting, Podsakoff, & Pierce, 2008). OCB's are acts geared towards 
helping peers and/or the organization, such as getting involved in work-related extracurricular 
activities, mentoring or helping coworkers, or volunteering for additional responsibility 
(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Whiting, Podsakoff, & Pierce, 2008). Indeed, there is a plethora of 
research dedicated to exploring OCB (e.g., Bolino, Hsiung, Harvey, & LePine, 2015; Deery, 
Rayton, Walsh, & Kinni, 2016; Lam, Liang, Ashford, & Lee, 2015; Spector, 2013). Importantly, 
these behaviors have the potential to generate material and social rewards for the employees 
implementing them. For example, OCB can increase an employee’s status (Bolino, Turnley, & 
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Bloodgood, 2002; Flynn, 2003; Flynn, Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 2006), and even 
increase social capital (e.g., relationships, networks). Additionally, Podsakoff, Whiting, 
Podsakoff, and Blume (2009) conducted a meta-analysis and found that prosocial behaviors in 
the workplace influence employee promotions and evaluations as much as job performance. This 
suggests that when employees engage in prosocial behavior, their supervisors and peers tend to 
respond in kind. Thus, an employee may be motivated to create an impression of a caring and 
helpful worker to positively influence his supervisor’s perceptions – potentially resulting in the 
aforementioned rewards.  
In-group membership. In general, individuals tend to display greater empathy to 
(Brown, Bradley, & Lang, 2006) and have more positive views of (Tajfel, 1978) in-group 
members (e.g., family, friends, allies) compared to out-group members. In fact, recent research 
findings suggest that those who use impression management tactics, specifically prosocial 
behaviors, are desired as friends and allies (Cottrel, Neuberg, & Li, 2007; Iredale, Van Vugt, & 
Dunbar, 2008). Clearly, engaging in prosocial tactics may help facilitate in-group status. For 
example, Stiff and Van Vugt (2008) had participants solve puzzles to earn points in a game. 
Total group points were calculated based on the completion of individual group members’ 
puzzles. Following several rounds, groups were asked if another player could join them, and 
were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (e.g., groups were instructed the player was 
making more money by helping them, groups were instructed the player was giving up a more 
lucrative study to help them). The results showed groups were more likely to admit players who 
were giving up a more lucrative study compared to those who were going to make a profit (Stiff 
& Van Vugt, 2008). These results strongly suggest that groups prefer allies who are selfless and 
helpful, and avoid individuals who are driven by more selfish motives. 
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Trustworthy. Trustworthy individuals are viewed more positively than untrustworthy 
individuals. In fact, research suggests that trustworthy individuals are viewed more favorably and 
receive greater benefits than their untrustworthy counterparts. For example, employees are more 
likely to give higher performance ratings to trustworthy peers than to untrustworthy ones (Dirks 
& Starlicki, 2009). Therefore, individuals who develop a self-presentation of someone 
trustworthy may positively impact the perceptions of others. Various impression management 
tactics can be employed to create a trustworthy impression, however, researchers have recently 
focused on prosocial behaviors which suggests that individuals who engage in these specific 
tactics are viewed as trustworthy. For example, not only are individuals more likely to make 
charitable contributions in the presence of others, they are perceived to be more trustworthy than 
individuals who do not make charitable contributions (Barclay, 2004). Further, individuals who 
contribute larger charitable donations are viewed as more trustworthy than individuals who make 
smaller charitable donations (Barclay, 2004). These findings are interesting as they demonstrate 
that prosocial behavior may result in being perceived as trustworthy; yet it appears to be on a 
spectrum where the more prosocial individuals are (e.g., donating more money), the more 
trustworthy they appear. Beyond charitable donations, individuals who are ethical and moral are 
viewed as more trustworthy than those who are unethical and immoral (Simpson, Harrell, & 
Willer, 2013). Therefore, engaging in prosocial behavior may create an impression of being 
trustworthy — ultimately allowing an individual to benefit from the positive perceptions these 
behaviors facilitate.  
Leadership. Individuals who engage in prosocial behaviors are likely to be selected as 
leaders (Gurven, Allen-Arave, Hill, & Hurtado, 2000; Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006), and previous 
research has demonstrated that leaders are generally ascribed positive attributes such as integrity,  
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benevolent, agreeable, and open (Pomery, Schofield, Xhilaga, & Gough, 2016; Shooter, Paisley, 
& Sibthorp, 2009). Milinski, Semmann, and Krambeck (2002a) found that group members are 
more likely to elect individuals to leadership positions when they donate more frequently 
compared to those who donate less frequently. Thus, individuals engaging in impression 
management may leverage prosocial behaviors to obtain leadership positions and the associated 
positive traits. 
Prosocial Tactics  
The current literature is extremely limited in that few studies evaluate individual 
prosocial tactics. Rather than research a single tactic, prosocial behaviors are often grouped 
together and examined as a phenomenon. As described in the below paragraphs, the current 
literature classifies prosocial behaviors into four broad categories: 1) help giving, 2) moral 
courage, 3) proenvironmental behavior, and 4) purchasing consumer goods. Due to the 
insufficient literature available on individual prosocial behaviors, descriptions and examples are 
limited throughout the following sections. 
Help giving. First, help giving involves helping another individual(s); and, depending on 
the type of help given, these behaviors may be costly to the helper (Kayser, Greitemeyer, 
Fischer, & Frey, 2009). Help giving includes casual help, substantial help, emotional help, 
emergency help, compliant help, public help, and altruistic helping behaviors. Casual help 
involves simple acts such as picking up an object someone just dropped or giving directions 
(McGuire, 1994). Importantly, casual help results in little to no cost to the helper. Second, 
substantial help includes helpful acts that are slightly more costly to the helper (McGuire, 1994), 
such as house sitting or lending money. For example, one has to set aside precious time to take 
care of another's home or risk a friend not paying back the borrowed money. Third, emotional 
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help is driven by another’s emotional circumstance (Carlo & Randall, 2002; McGuire, 1994). For 
example, an individual might comfort a friend whose mother passed away. Next, emergency help 
is a more immediate form of help that necessitates an urgent response (McGuire, 1994). Specific 
examples include saving someone's life, such as performing CPR or rescuing a drowning 
swimmer. Compliant helping behaviors include helping behaviors performed at the explicit 
request of another individual (Eisenberg, Cameron, Tryon, & Dodez, 1981). For example, one 
may agree to drive a friend to the airport or help carry an elderly person’s groceries when 
directly asked. Next, public behaviors are purposefully performed in front of others with the 
desire to gain respect and admiration. For example, an individual may offer to host a charitable 
event or publically announce a volunteer initiative. Lastly, altruistic helping behaviors are 
motivated by the concern for others' wellbeing, despite any associated costs to the helper 
(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998). Examples of altruistic prosocial behaviors include donating blood 
(Lacetera & Macis, 2010) or donating money anonymously. 
 Moral courage. Morally courageous prosocial behaviors go above and beyond typical 
helping behaviors as individuals defend human rights and/or social norms that are violated. 
Moral courage is relatively risky, and may result in costly and/or negative consequences. 
Examples include acts such as joining a political demonstration or chasing after a burglar (Jonas 
& Brandstätter, 2004). Other examples include acts that interfere with interpersonal conflicts, 
such as defending an individual who is being bullied, discriminated against, insulted, assaulted, 
or slandered (Brandstätter & Jonas, 2012; Greitemeyer, Osswald, Fischer, & Frey, 2007; Jonas & 
Brandstätter, 2004; Meyer, 2009). While morally courageous helping behaviors tend to have 
positive intentions, they are costly to the helper and may result in negative consequences such as 
arrest or vengeance. 
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 Proenvironmental behaviors. Prosocial behaviors have the capacity to extend beyond 
direct helping behaviors by benefiting the greater good. As previously mentioned, research 
suggests that people are morally obligated to engage in prosocial behaviors (Gouldner, 1960; 
Greenberg & Shapiro, 1971; Oarga, Stavrova & Fetchenhauer, 2015; Perugini, Gallucci, 
Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003), but prosocial behaviors are not always directed towards a specific 
individual or group (Stern, 2002). For example, many individuals feel morally obligated to help 
the environment or engage in environmentally sustainable activities. These specific acts directed 
towards helping the environment are referred to as proenvironmental behavior (Stern, 2002). 
Examples of proenvironmental prosocial behaviors include environmental activism (e.g., 
political activist, public demonstrations); nonactivist behaviors in the public sphere (e.g., 
supporting politicians that defend the environment, voting for environmentally friendly laws); 
private-sphere environmentalism (e.g., refusing to purchase products that harm the  
environment); and miscellaneous environmentally friendly behaviors (e.g., recycling; reducing 
pollution; Stern, 2002). Rather than benefiting a single individual or group, these prosocial 
behaviors seek to benefit the greater good by helping the environment. 
 Purchase consumer goods. Although it may seem inconsistent with standard prosocial 
behaviors (e.g., donating, recycling, helping), purchasing consumer goods (e.g., plane ticket, 
shoes, jacket) can be used as a prosocial tactic to manage one’s self-presentation. In general, the 
ownership of products allows individuals to present themselves and express their desired identity 
in social interactions (Zabkar & Hosta, 2013). For example, green products tend to be more 
expensive and have lower quality than traditional products (Griskevicius, Tybur, & Van den 
Bergh, 2010). Thus, purchasing environmentally friendly products can help individuals develop 
prosocial reputations by demonstrating their willingness to sacrifice for the benefit of the larger 
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group (Griskevicius, Tybur, & Van den Bergh, 2010; Willer, 2009). Berman, Levine, Barasch, 
and Small (2015) suggest that individuals purchase noticeable products such as shoes, hybrid 
vehicles, or charitable T-shirts (e.g. Product Red T-shirt) as a way to broadcast their prosocial 
nature. In fact, most Prius owners purchase a hybrid vehicle because it explicitly demonstrates 
their willingness to help the environment (Griskevicius, Tybur, & Van den Bergh, 2010; 
Maynard, 2007). Further, green products in general hold a high symbolic value (Uusitalo & 
Oksanen, 2004), and are typically purchased by those wishing to garner positive perceptions 
from others (Welte & Anastasio, 2010). Importantly, the current literature only focuses on how 
purchasing specific products (e.g., shoe, car) can be used as an impression management tactic. 
Beyond purchasing these ethical products, it seems likely that consumers may purchase from 
ethical companies (e.g., those with CSR), as a tactic to manage their self-presentation. As 
mentioned in the beginning of this literature review, many companies currently implement 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) programs which may offer consumers a way to manage 
their self-presentation.   
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Chapter 4: Current Research 
Research has not yet explored how purchasing from a company with CSR efforts can be 
used as a prosocial tactic to manage one’s self-presentation. Further, there is a gap in the 
literature which fails to address whether or not consumers actually seek out and purchase from 
companies with CSR programs. Previous research has assessed intended purchase behavior from 
companies that promote prosocial tendencies (e.g., Tom’s of Maine™), but has not examined 
actual purchase behavior. If purchasing from a company with CSR efforts can be used as a 
prosocial tactic to manage one's self-presentation, it seems likely that individuals concerned with 
managing their self-presentation are more likely to purchase from companies whom they 
perceive to engage in CSR compared to companies who do not. In other words, it is highly 
possible that consumers actively seek out and purchase from companies they perceive to engage 
in CSR with the intention of managing their self-presentation. The purpose of this research is to 
answer a question that, to this point, has been assumed based on consumer intent. Do CSR 
programs impact consumers’ decisions to purchase from a company; and if so, what is 
moderating this relationship? If many consumers already purchase specific products to manage 
their self-presentation, then we would expect self-presentation concerns to moderate the 
relationship between a company's perceived CSR efforts and purchase behaviors. Those who 
engage in impression management, regardless of the specific tactic (e.g., self-promotion, 
exemplification, etc.), clearly have salient self-presentation concerns – engaging in tactful 
behaviors that ultimately enhance their self-presentation, such as purchasing from a company 
with CSR efforts. To examine the moderating role of self-presentation on purchase behavior, 
three studies were conducted. 
Pilot Study 
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 The goal of study one is to manipulate the salience of self-presentation concerns and 
examine the impact on purchase intentions using hypothetical scenarios. Prior to study one, 
however, a pilot study was conducted to determine an efficient experimental manipulation to 
increase/decrease the salience of self-presentation concerns. Three variants of a self-presentation 
manipulation were developed and administered: 1) a scrambled sentence task, 2), a reading 
scenario and 3) a writing task. Each variant consisted of two conditions, resulting in a total of six 
conditions.  
Method 
 Participants. The pilot study consisted of thirty participants recruited from the 
community via email and social media. The average age of participants was 36, and the range of 
ages was 24 to 67 (see Appendix A). Sixty-seven percent of participants identified as 
Caucasian/White, 23% as Latino/Hispanic, 7% as Black/African American, 17% as 
Asian/Pacific Islander, and 3% as Native American. Participants did not receive compensation 
for completing the study. 
 Procedures. All materials and procedures were approved by UNLV's Institutional 
Review Board (IRB approval #1237924-1). The pilot study was conducted using an online 
survey program. Participants were given a direct link to the study. After opening the link, 
participants were shown a general instruction page that included a brief summary of the study. 
All participants provided consent before beginning the study. Participants were asked to 
complete a variety of questionnaires, and assured their responses are anonymous. Next, 
participants completed a portion of the demographic questionnaire, including age, state, and zip 
code (see Appendix B). The remaining demographic questions (e.g., gender, ethnicity, education, 
marital status, employment status, number of people living in the household, annual household 
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income) were asked at the end of the survey to combat the possibility of heighted concerns of 
one's own demographics or social status. Participants were then randomly assigned to one of six 
conditions (see detailed explanation below).  
 Scrambled sentence task. The task was presented to participants as a test of verbal ability 
(see Appendix C). Participants were given a list of twenty sentences, each consisting of five 
words. They were asked to construct a grammatically correct sentence using four of the five 
scrambled words. The sentence construction, however, was simply a means to ensure 
participants mentally developed content related to self-presentation without becoming aware of 
the researcher's interest in that particular construct. Eight participants completed the scrambled 
sentence task. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions; four participants 
were randomly assigned to the experimental condition and four were randomly assigned to the 
control condition. In the experimental condition, participants received sentences designed to 
increase the salience of self-presentation concerns. That is, thirteen of the twenty sentences 
included terms that relate to self-presentation (e.g., likeable, attractive, image). In the control 
condition, participants received sentences with neutral words designed to decrease the salience of 
self-presentation concerns. That is, all twenty sentences included words unrelated to self-
presentation (e.g., house, dog, chair). 
 Reading scenario. The task was adapted from Williams, Hudson, and Lawson (1999), 
and was presented to participants as a test of reading skills (see Appendix D). The measure 
consisted of a short scenario depicting an upcoming part in a public debate. Participants were 
asked to imagine themselves in the hypothetical scenario, and to develop a mental representation 
of the scenario. After reading the scenario, participants were asked to write about three ways in 
which the scenario affected their emotions and cognitions. This short writing task, however, was 
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used to emphasize the importance of investing effort into reading and thinking about the 
hypothetical scenario. Eight participants completed the reading scenario. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of two conditions; five were randomly assigned to the experimental 
condition and three were randomly assigned to the control condition. In the experimental 
condition, participants were given a scenario designed to increase the salience of self-
presentation concerns. In the control condition, participants received a scenario designed to 
decrease the salience of self-presentation concerns. 
 Writing task. The task was adapted from Reed II, Aquino, and Levy (2007), and was 
presented to participants as an assessment of people’s writing styles as they tell stories (see 
Appendix E). The measure consisted of a 9 X 5 table that contains nine words in each row of the 
first column. Participants were asked to retype each of the nine words in the remaining four 
columns, so that each of the nine words were written four separate times. Next, participants were 
asked to write a brief story which included each of the nine words at least once. Retyping the 
words and writing a story, however, were simply a means to ensure participants mentally 
developed content related to self-presentation without becoming aware of the researcher's 
interest in that particular construct. Fourteen participants completed the writing task. Participants 
were randomly assigned to one of two conditions, nine participants were randomly assigned to 
the experimental condition, and five were randomly assigned to the control condition. In the 
experimental condition, participants received words designed to increase the salience of self-
presentation concerns (e.g., likeable, attractive, image). In the control condition, participants 
received neutral words designed to decrease the salience of self-presentation concerns (e.g., 
house, dog, chair). 
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 Manipulation check. Next, all participants received a brief measure to assess the 
manipulation of self-presentation concerns (Williams, Hudson, & Lawson, 1999), see Appendix 
F. This measure consists of nine items, and has high internal consistency (α = .83). Participants 
were asked to rate each item using a four-point Likert scale with endpoints of 1 (not at all) to 4 
(very much so). The order of the nine items were randomized. 
Data Analysis 
 Three independent t-tests were conducted to compare the mean scores of the 
manipulation check of the two conditions (e.g., experimental, control) for each measure. First, 
the scrambled sentence task did not produce a significant difference in scores for those with a 
decreased salience of self-presentation concerns (M = 2.47, SD = 0.91) and those with an 
increased salience of self-presentations concerns (M = 2.83, SD = 0.78) in the extent of self-
presentation concerns, t(6) = 0.600, p = 0.525. Second, the reading scenario did not obtain a 
significant difference in scores for those with a decreased salience of self-presentation concerns 
(M = 2.37, SD = 0.21) and those with an increased salience of self-presentations concerns (M =  
2.82, SD = 0.69) in the extent of self-presentation concerns, t(6) = 1.03, p = 0.343. The writing 
task, however, found a significant difference in scores for those with a decreased salience of self-
presentation concerns (M = 2.22, SD = 0.33) and those with an increased salience of self-
presentations concerns (M = 3.17, SD = 0.46) in the extent of self-presentation concerns, t(12) = 
4.0, p = .002. 
Study One 
 As previously stated, the first study utilized a procedure designed to manipulate the 
salience of self-presentation concerns and examine the impact on purchase intentions using 
hypothetical scenarios. The goal of study one was to implement the selected manipulation and 
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explore the effects of self-presentation concerns on overall purchase intentions. It was 
hypothesized that those with an increased salience of self-presentation will be more likely than 
those with a decreased salience of self-presentation concerns to indicate greater price fairness, 
value, benefit, and purchase intentions from a company with CSR efforts. 
Method 
 Participants. Six hundred participants were recruited from a nationwide online survey 
panel, and received monetary compensation (e.g., $5.00 or equivalent) in exchange for 
participation. The nationwide survey panel recruits participants from three sources: eRewards, 
Valued Opinions, and Peanut Labs (ResearchNow, 2017). The panel uses robust methodologies 
to ensure that participants are real people, and each participant is assigned a permanent ID 
number to monitor past survey participation. Further, the panel follows strict member privacy 
policies to ensure that participants’ identities are protected and confidential. Two hundred and 
sixty-one participants were male, 335 were female, 2 were transgender, and 1 was gender non-
conforming (see Appendix G). Eighty-two percent of participants identified as Caucasian/White, 
7% as Latino/Hispanic, 7% as Black/African American, 5% as Asian/Pacific Islander, and 3% 
identified themselves as other ethnic groups. Quotas were set to obtain an equal sample of Gen 
Z's and Millennials (e.g., 18-37 years old,), Generation X (e.g., 38-54 years old,), and Baby 
Boomers (e.g., 55-71 years old).  
 Procedures. All materials and procedures were approved by UNLV's Institutional 
Review Board (IRB approval #1237924-1). Study one was conducted using an online survey 
program. Once registered, participants were given a direct link to the study. After opening the 
link, participants were shown a general instruction page that included a brief summary of the 
study. Participants were asked to complete a variety of questionnaires regarding shopping 
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behaviors and personality traits. Participants were assured their responses are anonymous. Next, 
the same demographic questionnaire described in the pilot study was administered following 
identical procedures (see Appendix B). 
Reading scenario. Next, participants completed the reading scenario designed to 
increase/decrease the salience of self-presentation concerns (see Appendix D). In the scenarios, 
participants were asked to imagine they are just a few minutes away from the start of a debate. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. The experimental condition 
was designed to increase the salience of self-presentation concerns, and emphasized a stressful 
situation in which the debate is extremely important and everyone has exceptionally high 
expectations. The control condition was designed to decrease the salience of self-presentation 
concerns, and emphasized a calming experience, in which everyone is supportive and 
comforting.  
Purchase intention. After the reading scenario, participants read a hypothetical purchase 
scenario and completed a measure regarding purchase decisions (see Appendix H). The scenario 
and scales used in this study were adaptations from previous research (Ferreira, Avila, & Dias de 
Faria, 2010; Mohr & Webb, 2005). Each scenario asked participants to imagine they were 
shopping for a pair of jeans. Within the scenario, participants were asked to imagine they have 
narrowed their desired pair of jeans down to two options (e.g., Company A, Company B). The 
first paragraph of the scenario described the shopping experience, and that Company A’s jeans 
were slightly more expensive than Company B's. Participants were randomly assigned to receive 
a scenario depicting either a $10 difference or a $50 difference between Company A and 
Company B (e.g., Company A’s jeans are $110 and Company B’s jeans are $100, Company A’s 
jeans are $150 and Company B’s jeans are $100). The second paragraph described Company A’s 
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overall CSR efforts. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two groups: a) a control 
condition where Company A’s CSR efforts are not described, and b) an experimental condition 
where Company A’s CSR efforts are described. The control condition received the first 
paragraph (e.g., information unrelated to CSR efforts), and the experimental condition received 
both paragraphs. After reading each scenario, participants were asked to rate their perceived 
price fairness, value, benefit, and buying intention. Perceived price fairness (i.e., item 1) was 
rated on four scales with ends points of 1 (unfair, unacceptable, unsatisfactory, very high) to 7 
(fair, acceptable, satisfactory, very low). Perceived value (i.e., items 2-4), perceived benefit (i.e., 
items 5-8), and buying intention (i.e., items 9-11) used a seven-point Likert scale with endpoints 
of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).  
Potential Moderators 
Impression management. Next, participants completed the Impression Management 
(IM) scale developed by Bolino and Turnley (1999) to assess the use of self-presentation 
strategies (see Appendix I). The IM consists of 22 items grouped into five subscales with end 
points 1 (never behave this way) and 5 (often behave this way). The coefficient alphas for the IM 
subscales are: self-promotion (α = .78), ingratiation (α = .83), exemplification (α = .75), 
intimidation (α = .86), and supplication (α = .88), suggesting that the IM scale is reliable. It was 
expected that participants who engage in impression management, regardless of the specific 
tactic, will be significantly more likely than those who do not to indicate greater price fairness, 
value, benefit, and purchase intentions from the company with a CSR program – regardless of 
condition (e.g., increased/decreased salience of self-presentation concerns).  
Age. While age is a standard demographic typically included in research, it is of 
particular importance in the current study (see Appendix B). Compared to Gen X and Baby 
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Boomers, Gen Z and Millennials tend to have more environmental consciousness, engage more 
in ethical consumption, practice more environmentally ethical behavior, and are the most 
environmentally conscious consumers (Bucic, Harris, & Arli, 2012; McKay, 2010; Smith & 
Miller, 2011; Vermillion & Peart, 2010). These ethical behaviors have affected Gen Z's and 
Millennials’ brand preference and purchase intentions. For example, previous research has found 
that these younger generations claim to actively seek brands that have a positive impact on the 
environment (Gunelius, 2008). Further, many Gen Z and Millennials are willing to pay more for 
environmentally friendly brands, products, and services (California Green Solutions, 2007). 
Beyond the context of consuming products, Gen Z and Millennial job seekers prefer companies 
with CSR programs. In fact, the majority consider a potential employer’s social and 
environmental commitments and would not accept a job if the potential employer lacks a strong 
CSR program (Cone Communications, 2016). If Gen Z's and Millennials are more attracted to 
prosocial products, brands, and jobs than older generations, then we would expect them to 
indicate greater price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intentions from the company with a 
CSR program than Gen X and Baby Boomers.  
Education. Education is another standard measure collected within the demographic 
questionnaire (see Appendix B). It is possible education may moderate purchase behavior. 
Education is often used as a reliable indicator of one's economic standing as it is stable and 
typically established earlier in adulthood (Bobak, Hertzman, Skodova, & Marmot, 2000; 
Maksimovic, Vlajinac, Radak, Maksimovic, Marinkovic, & Jorga, 2008). Further, education 
impacts a variety of economic experiences such as involvement and success in the workforce 
(Card, 1999; Hartog, 2000; Jenkins & Siedler, 2007). For example, lower levels of education are 
associated with lower wages and higher unemployment rates (National Center for Educational 
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Statistics, 2015), whereas higher levels of education are associated with higher wages (National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 2018a) and higher employment rates (National Center for 
Educational Statistics, 2018b). While annual household income was also collected in the 
demographic questionnaire, it is a relatively inadequate measure of one's economic standing. In 
fact, the National Institutes of Health Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Research (n.d.) 
states that one in three respondents do not reveal their household income, and those who do may 
exaggerate or misstate it. Further, while education is a stable measure, income is volatile and 
may fluctuate annually. The association between education and economic standing is important 
relative to the current research as individuals with relatively lower economic standings tend to be 
driven by value-for-money (Gbadamosi, 2009) and use their personal circumstances (e.g., money 
constraints, lack of education) to justify purchase decisions (Johnstone & Tan, 2013). Due to 
their relatively higher cost, ethical products are not a shopping priority among these individuals 
(Johnstone & Tan, 2013). Further, knowledge of the benefits of purchasing ethical products does 
not outweigh the benefits of saving money (Johnstone & Tan, 2013). Because of the relationship 
between education and economic standing, it is possible that individuals with lower education 
levels may seek out the lowest cost item regardless of the company's participation in CSR. Thus, 
it was expected that individuals with lower education levels will be more likely than those with 
higher education levels to indicate lower price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intentions; 
conversely, individuals with higher education levels will be more likely than those with lower 
education levels to indicate greater price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intentions.
 Frugality. Following the demographic and behavioral measures, participants completed a 
measure of frugality developed by Lastovicka, Bettencourt, Hughner, and Kuntze (1999; see 
Appendix J). The measure consists of eight items, and each item uses a six-point Likert scale 
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with endpoints of 1 (definitely disagree) and 6 (definitely agree). This measure has been 
implemented in many studies (Bove, Nagpal, & Dorsett, 2009; Shohman & Brencic, 2004) and 
has high internal consistency (α = .80). Frugal shoppers tend to be price conscious and 
demonstrate behaviors such as price comparisons (Bove, Nagpal, & Dorsett, 2009; Lastovicka et 
al., 1999), discipline in spending money (Lastovicka, Bettencourt, Hughner, & Kuntze, 1999), 
and shopping antipathy (e.g., dislike shopping, desire to minimize time spent shopping, purchase 
on a per-needs basis; Bove, Nagpal, & Dorsett, 2009; Lastovicka, Bettencourt, Hughner, & 
Kuntze, 1999; Reid & Brown, 1996). It is possible that frugal shoppers seek out the lowest cost 
item regardless of a company's CSR efforts; thus, it was expected that frugal shoppers will be 
more likely than more lavish shoppers to indicate lower price fairness, value, benefit, and 
purchase intentions. 
 Big five personality traits. Next, participants completed a brief version of the Big Five 
Inventory (BFI-10) developed by Rammstedt and John (2007; see Appendix K). The BFI-10 is a 
10-item measure consisting of five subscales: agreeableness (2 items), extraversion (2 items), 
neuroticism (2 items), conscientiousness (2 items), and openness (2 items). Each item uses a 
five-point Likert scale with endpoints of 1 (disagree strongly) and 5 (agree strongly). The BFI-
10 predicts about 70% of the variance of the full BFI and retains 85% of the retest reliability 
(Rammstedt & John, 2007). As previously stated, research has found that those with different 
personality traits are more or less likely to engage in self-presentation (Lee, Ahn, & Kim, 2014; 
Seidman, 2013). Therefore, it is possible that specific personality traits will moderate purchase 
behavior.  
 Self-monitoring. Participants completed the Self-Monitoring Scale (SMS) originally 
developed by Snyder (1974) and later refined by Snyder and Gangestad (1986; see Appendix L). 
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The SMS is an 18-item measure where participants select “true” or “false” for each individual 
item. The SMS has relatively high internal consistency (α = .70; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). As 
previously mentioned, current research suggests that high self-monitors are more likely to 
engage in self-presentation whereas low self-monitors are less likely to engage in self-
presentation (Hogan & Briggs, 1986; Snyder & Gangestad, 2000; Tyler, Kearns, & McIntyre, 
2016; Tyler, McIntyre, Graziano, & Sands, 2015). Thus, it is likely the extent to which one self-
monitors will influence the decision to purchase from companies with CSR programs. It was 
expected that high self-monitors will be more likely than low self-monitors to indicate greater 
price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intentions. 
Social desirability. Lastly, participants who are concerned with managing their self-
presentation may answer questions in a socially desirable manner. In order to address this, 
participants completed a short version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (i.e., the 
Marlowe-Crowne Scale [Reynolds’s Form C]; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Reynolds, 1982). The 
shorter version of the Social Desirability Scale consists of 13 items, and participants were asked 
to select “true” or “false” for each individual item (see Appendix M). This scale has relatively 
high internal consistency (α = .62 to α = .76; Ballard, 1992; Loo & Thorpe, 2000; Reynolds, 
1982; Zook & Sipps, 1985), as well as relatively high test-retest reliability (r = .74; Zook & 
Sipps, 1985). It was not expected that social desirability will relate to self-presentation. 
Data Analysis 
 To examine the main hypothesis, scores from the dependent variables (e.g., price 
fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intention) were averaged for each participant and analyzed 
in separate 2(increased salience of self-presentation concerns vs. decreased salience of self-
presentation concerns) X 2(no CSR vs. CSR) X 2($10 difference vs. $50 difference) factorial 
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analyses of variance (ANOVA). Because multiple comparisons were conducted, the probability 
of obtaining significant results increases with every test. In order to adjust for multiple 
comparisons, a post hoc Bonferroni correction was conducted to correct for Type I error.  
Price fairness.  Results showed a significant main effect for presence of CSR, F(1, 592) 
= 27.79, p < .000, p
2 = .045. Those in the CSR condition believed the price to be more fair (M  
= 4.47, SD = 1.33) than those in the No CSR condition (M  = 3.91, SD = 1.55). Results also 
showed a significant main effect for price difference, F(1, 592) = 56.44, p < .000, p
2 = .087. 
Those in the $10 price difference condition believed the price to be more fair (M  = 4.57, SD = 
1.40) than those in the $50 price difference condition (M  = 3.71, SD = 1.49). There were no 
other significant main or interactive effects.   
Value. There was a significant main effect for presence of CSR, F(1, 592) = 18.36, p < 
.000, p
2 = .030. Those in the CSR condition believed the jeans held more value (M  = 4.09, SD 
= 1.79) than those in the No CSR condition (M  = 3.52, SD = 1.80). Results also showed a 
significant main effect for price difference, F(1, 592) = 32.26, p < .000, p
2 = .052. Those in the 
$10 price difference condition believed the jeans held more value (M  = 4.15, SD = 1.75) than 
those in the $50 price difference condition (M  = 3.35, SD = 1.79). There was a marginally 
significant interaction between the self-presentation manipulation and CSR, F(1, 592) = 3.30, p = 
.07, p
2 = .006. As can be seen in Figure 1, in the high self-presentation condition, participants in 
the CSR condition (M  = 4.18, SD = 1.79) believed the jeans held more value than those in the 
No CSR condition (M  = 3.22, SD = 1.7; see Appendix N). In the low self-presentation condition, 
participants in the CSR condition (M  = 3.99, SD = 1.79) believed the jeans held more value than 
those in the No CSR condition (M  = 3.73, SD = 1.83). There were no other significant main or 
interactive effects.  
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Benefit. There was a significant main effect for presence of CSR, F(1, 592) = 38.93, p < 
.000, p
2 = .062. Those in the CSR condition believed the jeans were more beneficial (M  = 4.23, 
SD = 1.70) than those in the No CSR condition (M  = 3.07, SD = 1.68). Results also showed a 
significant main effect for price difference, F(1, 592) = 16.84, p < .000, p
2 = .028. Those in the 
$10 price difference condition believed the jeans were more beneficial (M  = 4.01, SD = 1.77) 
than those in the $50 price difference condition (M  = 3.45, SD = 1.82). There were no other 
significant main or interactive effects.  
Purchase intention. There was a significant main effect for presence of CSR, F(1, 592) 
= 24.43, p < .000, p
2 = .040. Those in the CSR condition were more likely to intend to purchase 
the jeans (M  = 4.11, SD = 1.89) than those in the No CSR condition (M  = 3.38, SD = 1.90). 
Results also showed a significant main effect for price difference, F(1, 592) = 27.96, p < .000, 
p
2 =.045. Those in the $10 price difference condition were more likely to intend to purchase the 
jeans (M  = 4.06, SD = 1.89) than those in the $50 price difference condition (M  = 3.30, SD = 
1.89). There were no other significant main or interactive effects.   
 Moderator variables. Separate hierarchical multiple regressions were performed to 
examine the impact of the moderator variables (e.g., impression management tactics, generation, 
education, frugality, Big Five personality traits, self-monitoring, social desirability). To examine 
this, the dependent variables (e.g., price fairness, value, benefit, purchase intentions) were 
analyzed in separate four-step hierarchical regression analyses. In these analyses, the first model 
contained the main effects of self-presentation manipulation, CSR, price difference and the 
moderator variable. The second model contained the main effects with the addition of the six 
two-factor interactions (e.g., manipulation X CSR, manipulation X price difference, CSR X price 
difference, manipulation X moderator, CSR X moderator, price difference X moderator). The 
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third model contained the main effects, the two-factor interactions, along with the addition of 
four three-factor interactions (e.g., manipulation X CSR X price difference, manipulation X CSR 
X moderator, CSR X price difference X moderator, manipulation X price difference X 
moderator). Finally, the fourth model contained the main effects, the two-factor interactions, the 
three-factor interactions, and the addition of one four-factor interaction (e.g., manipulation X 
CSR X price difference X moderator). The two, three, and four-factor interaction terms were 
created by centering and multiplying the variables (e.g., manipulation, price difference, CSR, and 
moderator; see Aiken & West [1991] and Frazier, Tix, and Barron [2004] for a description of this 
procedure). Due to the number of regressions conducted (e.g., 60 in total), only those that 
produced significant effects are reported. The moderator variables of impression management 
tactics, generation, education, frugality, big five personality traits, and social desirability did not 
produce any significant effects. The only moderator to produce significant effect was self-
monitoring.  
Self-monitoring. When price fairness was used as the dependent variable, model one, 
which included the self-presentation manipulation, CSR, price difference, and self-monitoring as 
the predictors, explained 12.4% of the variance and was significant, [F(4, 595) = 22.82, p < 
.000]. The addition of the interactive effects in models two and three did not increase the 
prediction of perceived price fairness. The fourth model, which contained the main effects, the 
two-factor interaction terms, the three-factor interaction terms, and the addition of the four-factor 
interaction term (e.g., manipulation X CSR X price difference X self-monitoring), explained 
significantly more variance [R
2
change .008, F(1,584) = 5.418, p = .020]. The fourth model
explains 14% of the variance (adjusted R
2 
= .14) and was significant [F(15,584) = 7.519, p <
.000], see Appendix O. 
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Discussion  
 The experimental manipulation (e.g., reading scenario) did not produce significant 
differences in participants' perceived price fairness, value, benefit, or purchase intentions in 
regards to Company A and Company A's jeans. There were, however, other interesting findings 
within these analyses. First, there was a marginally significant interaction between the 
experimental manipulation and the presence of CSR when value was the dependent variable. As 
expected, participants in the high self-presentation condition believed the jeans were more 
valuable when the company had CSR compared to when it did not; and, those in the low self-
presentation condition believed the jeans were more valuable when the company had CSR 
compared to when it did not. Second, there were significant main effects for the presence of CSR 
when examining perceived price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intention. Those in the 
CSR condition rated Company A's jeans as more fair, valuable, beneficial, and indicated greater 
purchase intent than those in the No CSR condition. Additionally, a measure of social 
desirability was included to examine whether participants' responses were distorted by the desire 
to appear in a socially positive light. The addition of social desirability scores to the four step 
models examining price fairness, value, benefit, and purchase intentions were not associated with 
any increases in prediction.   
Study Two 
Study one sought to demonstrate that an experimental manipulation of self-presentation 
concerns would influence responses to CSR (i.e., it would make participants more likely to 
intend to purchase from a company with a CSR program). Although the experimental 
manipulation allows us to control for many extraneous variables, it limits us to examining the 
participants’ behavioral intentions. The second study attempted to assess participants’ actual self-
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presentation strategies and their potential moderating effects on real purchase behaviors. It was 
expected that participants who engage in self-presentation, regardless of the specific tactic, will 
be more likely than those who do not to purchase from companies which they perceive to have 
CSR efforts.  
Method 
Participants. Six hundred participants were recruited for this study. Participants were 
recruited from a nationwide online survey panel, and received monetary compensation (e.g., 
$5.00 or equivalent) in exchange for participation (see study one for a detailed explanation of the 
survey panel). Two hundred and sixty-five participants were male, 333 were female, 1 were 
transgender, and 1 was gender non-conforming. Eighty-three percent of participants identified as 
Caucasian/White, 6% as Latino/Hispanic, 8% as Black/African American, 1% as Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and 3% identified themselves as other ethnic groups. Quotas were set to obtain an equal 
sample of Gen Z's and Millennials (e.g., 18-37 years old,), Generation X (e.g., 38-54 years old,), 
and Baby Boomers (e.g., 55-71 years old). 
Procedures. All materials and procedures were approved by UNLV's Institutional 
Review Board (IRB approval #1237924-1). Once registered, participants were given a direct link 
to the study. After opening the link, participants were shown a general instruction page that 
included a brief summary of the study. Participants were asked to complete a variety of surveys 
to assess their likelihood to engage in self-presentation tactics, shopping behaviors, and various 
personality measures. Participants were assured their responses are anonymous. Next, the same 
demographic questionnaire described in the pilot study was administered following identical 
procedures (see Appendix B). Once the demographic questionnaire was completed, participants 
were given the Impression Management scale (IM) developed by Bolino and Turnley (1999; see 
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Appendix I) and a retrospective measure of their recent purchase behavior (see Appendix Q). 
The order of these two measures were counterbalanced. 
 Impression management. To examine the moderating role of self-presentation on 
purchase behavior, the same IM scale discussed in study one was used in this study (see 
Appendix I).  
 Purchase behavior. A retrospective measure was used to assess recent purchase 
decisions and the perceived CSR efforts of the companies from which the purchases were made 
(see Appendix Q). Participants were asked to think of the last three companies from which they 
made a conscious purchase decision. A conscious purchase decision was defined as one in which 
they were aware of alternative companies, purposefully gathered information, and made a 
thoughtful decision based on that information. Next, participants answered a set of questions for 
each individual company. The order of the three companies and their accompanying questions 
was randomized. Participants then answered a measure adapted from Assiouras, Ozgen, and 
Skourtis (2013) to evaluate perceptions of the company's CSR efforts. This measure consists of 
four items, and each item is rated on a seven-point Likert scale with endpoints of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The presentation order of these four items was randomized. 
Finally, in order to effect self-presentation, others must know an individual purchased from the 
company. Thus, participants rated how much they agree or disagree with statements related to 
visibility of the company from which they purchased. This final measure consisted of five items, 
and each item was rated on a seven-point Likert scale with ends points of 1 (completely disagree) 
to 7 (completely agree). The presentation order of these five items was randomized (see 
Appendix Q).  
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Potential moderators. Next, participants completed various measures to assess 
moderating variables. The same moderators discussed in study one (e.g., generation, education, 
frugality, Big Five personality traits, self-monitoring, social desirability) were measured in this 
study.  
Results 
A company's perceived CSR efforts was calculated by averaging the scores from the 
Likert scales in question three (see Appendix Q). Likewise, visibility of the company was 
calculated by averaging the scores from the Likert scales in question four (see Appendix Q). The 
mean of company one's perceived CSR efforts was 4.65 (SD = 1.44), and the mean for visibility 
of company one was 3.75 (SD = 1.60). Similarly, the mean of company two's perceived CSR 
efforts was 4.61 (SD = 1.41), and the mean for visibility of company two was 3.62 (SD = 1.61). 
Lastly, the mean of company three's perceived CSR efforts was 4.47 (SD = 1.47), and the mean 
for visibility of company three was 3.46 (SD = 1.63), see Appendix R. Overall, participants tend 
to purchase from big box, general merchandise stores such as Target and Amazon; and, the most 
common types of products purchased are food, electronics, and clothing.   
To examine the main hypothesis, the relationship between specific impression 
management tactics employed by the participants and the three companies’ perceived CSR 
efforts were examined. The IM scale was used to assess engagement in impression management 
tactics, and includes scores for self-promotion, ingratiation, exemplification, intimidation, and 
supplication. Scores from the IM tactics were correlated with a company's perceived CSR 
efforts. Perceived CSR efforts were calculated by averaging the scores from the Likert scales in 
question three (see Appendix Q).  
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Each of the five impression management tactics were significantly correlated with the 
perceived CSR efforts of company one. The correlations ranged in size from .148 to .259, with 
the exemplification tactic most strongly related to perceived CSR efforts (r = .259, N = 600, p < 
.000, two-tailed). A similar pattern was obtained with company two; each of the five impression 
tactics were significantly correlated with the perceived CSR efforts of company two. The 
correlations ranged in size from .156 to .222, with the exemplification tactic most strongly 
associated to perceived CSR efforts (r = .222, N = 600, p < .000, two-tailed). Lastly, a similar 
pattern was also found with company three; each of the five impression tactics were 
significantly correlated with the perceived CSR efforts of company three. The correlations 
ranged in size from .171 to .256, with the exemplification tactic most strongly associated to 
perceived CSR efforts (r = .256, N = 600, p < .000, two-tailed), see Appendix S.  
The five tactics (e.g., self-promotion, ingratiation, exemplification, intimidation, and 
supplication) were highly related to one another (α = .813); therefore, a composite measure was 
also computed by averaging the means of the five impression management tactics to produce an 
overall score. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 
relationship between overall impression management and company one’s perceived CSR 
efforts. There was a significant positive correlation between the two variables, (r = .272, N = 
600, p < .000, two-tailed). A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to 
assess the relationship between overall impression management and company two's perceived 
CSR efforts. There was a significant positive correlation between the two variables, (r = .238, N 
= 600, p < .000, two-tailed). Finally, a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 
computed to assess the relationship between overall impression management and company 
three’s perceived CSR efforts. There was a significant positive correlation between the two 
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variables, (r = .303, N = 600, p < .000, two-tailed). Results of these correlations suggest that 
participants who engage in impression management tend to purchase from companies they 
perceive to have CSR efforts (see Appendix S). 
In addition to the above correlations, additional exploratory Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficients were conducted to assess the relationship between the various 
moderators (e.g., generation, education, frugality, Big Five personality traits, self-monitoring, 
social desirability) and a company's perceived CSR efforts (see Appendix S). Further, separate 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were also conducted among females (see 
Appendix T) and males (see Appendix U) to examine the relationship between overall 
impression management and a company's perceived CSR efforts, as well as the relationship 
between the various moderators and a company's perceived CSR efforts. 
Moderator variables. Similar to study one, separate hierarchical multiple regressions 
were performed to examine the impact of the interaction between overall impression 
management and the moderator variables (e.g., generation, education, frugality, Big Five 
personality traits, self-monitoring, social desirability). To examine this, the dependent variables 
(e.g., overall perceived CSR efforts and overall visibility of the three companies) were analyzed 
in separate two-step hierarchical regression analyses. Overall perceived CSR efforts were 
computed by averaging the means of perceived CSR efforts of the three companies' for each 
participant. Similarly, overall visibility of the companies was computed by averaging the means 
of visibility of the three companies for each participant. In these analyses, the first model 
contained the main effects of overall impression management and one of the moderator variables 
(e.g., generation, education, frugality, Big Five personality traits, self-monitoring, social 
desirability). The second model contained the main effects with the addition of a two-factor 
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interaction (e.g., overall impression management X moderator). The interaction terms were 
created by multiplying the initial variables (see Aiken & West [1991] for a description of this 
procedure). The only moderators to produce significant effects were generation, education, and 
conscientiousness.  
Generation. When overall visibility of the companies was used as the dependent 
variable, model one, which included overall impression management and generation as the 
predictors, explained 29% of the variance and was significant, (F(2,597) = 123.30, p < .000). 
The second model, which contained the main effects and the addition of the two-factor 
interaction (e.g., overall impression management X generation), explained significantly more 
variance (R
2
change = .006, F(1,596) = 5.441, p = .020). The second model explains 29.5% of the 
variance (adjusted R
2 
= .295) and was significant (F(3,596) = 84.63, p < .000), see Appendices V 
and W. 
Education. When overall perceived CSR efforts was used as the dependent variable, 
model one, which included overall impression management and education as the predictors, 
explained 10.7% of the variance and was significant, (F(2,597) = 36.73, p < .000). The second 
model, which contained the main effects and the addition of the two-factor interaction (e.g., 
overall impression management X education), explained significantly more variance (R
2
change 
= .013, F(1,596) = 8.74, p = .003). The second model explains 11.8% of the variance (adjusted 
R
2 
= .118) and was significant (F(3,596) = 27.72, p < .000), see Appendices X and Y. 
Conscientiousness. When overall visibility was used as the dependent variable, model 
one, which included overall impression management and conscientiousness as the predictors, 
explained 27.6% of the variance and was significant, (F(2,597) = 114.67, p < .000). The second 
model, which contained the main effects and the addition of the two-factor interaction (e.g., 
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overall impression management X conscientiousness), explained significantly more variance 
(R
2
change = .009, F(1,596) = 7.49, p = .006). The second model explains 28.3% of the variance
(adjusted R
2 
= .283) and was significant (F(3,596) = 79.98, p < .000), see Appendices Z and AA.
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
The purpose of the current research was to examine how purchasing from a company 
with CSR efforts may be used as a specific tactic to manage self-presentation. Past research has 
demonstrated that consumers purchase specific products (e.g., "green" products) to manage their 
self-presentation. Further, other studies have found that consumers intend to purchase from 
companies with CSR efforts, but have failed to address actual purchase behavior or potential 
variables moderating this relationship. Therefore, it was hypothesized that self-presentation 
would moderate the relationship between a company's CSR efforts and consumer purchase 
behavior. The current research partially supported this hypothesis.  
First, data from the pilot study might have suggested that the best experimental 
manipulation to include in study one was the writing task. However, other various components 
were considered when deciding to include the reading scenario. First, there were some concerns  
with potential cognitive fatigue due to the writing task's requirements. The writing task requires 
relatively more effort (e.g., writing a total of 45 words, constructing a meaningful story using 
each word at least once) compared to the reading scenario or scrambled sentence task. Cognitive 
fatigue negatively impacts individuals' abilities to perform tasks and make judgments as their 
limited cognitive resources have been depleted (Timmons & Byrne, 2018), often resulting in a 
reluctance to participate in further effortful processing (Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012) and/or an 
insufficient capacity to process new decisions (Baumeister & Heatherton, 1996; Schmeichel, 
Vohs, & Baumeister, 2003). Because the manipulation is the first measure participants receive in 
study one, there was concern with the writing task's potential negative influence on the responses 
in the remainder of the survey. As a result, there was further concern of high attrition rates. Study 
one sought to recruit a nationwide, demographically representative sample – something relatively 
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rare in this line of research. Therefore, a difficult decision was made to either use a less effective 
measure or compromise the sample in study one.  
 Additionally, prior research has used the original experimental manipulation or an 
adaptation, and found the intended effect (e.g., Cumming, Olphin, & Law, 2007; Howle, 2012; 
Howle & Ecklund, 2013; Renfrew, Howle, & Ecklund, 2017; Williams, Cumming, & Balanos, 
2010), which instilled confidence in the reading scenario's ability to produce significant effects 
in study one. Further, pilot studies do not need to demonstrate a significant effect, but rather, 
demonstrate feasibility of the approach (Lee, Whitehead, Jacques, & Julious, 2014; National 
Institutes of Health, 2017). Therefore, it was determined that the reading scenario would be used 
in study one as the manipulation of self-presentation concerns.  
 In study one, however, the experimental manipulation of the salience of self-presentation 
concerns did not yield differences in participants’ perceived price fairness, value, benefit, or 
purchase intention. Further, the failure of the self-presentation manipulation made it difficult to 
explicate the role of the potential moderators. There are several potential explanations for the 
failure of study one to support the hypothesis. First, it is possible the manipulation (e.g., reading 
scenario) was simply not able to produce the needed momentary changes in self-presentation 
concerns. Indeed, there has been recent debate among psychological researchers regarding the 
robustness and replicability of priming and manipulation studies (Cameron, Brown-Iannuzzi, & 
Payne, 2012; Cesario, 2014; Laws, 2016; Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012; Wheeler & DeMarree, 
2009). Because the manipulation used in study one was an adaptation from previous research 
(Williams, Hudson, & Lawson; 1999), perhaps it was subject to the null effects debated in the 
literature. Second, it is possible that even if the manipulation produced momentary changes in 
self-presentation concerns, these changes were overwhelmed by trait differences in impression 
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management. That is, persons may emit their habitual impression management responses 
regardless of the manipulation.   
 Although study one did not support the hypothesis, it did produce potentially interesting 
findings. First, there was a marginally significant interaction between the salience of self-
presentation concerns and presence of CSR when examining perceived value of the jeans. As 
mentioned previously, participants in the high self-presentation condition believed the jeans were 
more valuable when the company had CSR compared to when it did not; and, those in the low 
self-presentation condition believed the jeans were more valuable when the company had CSR 
compared to when it did not. This finding, while marginally significant, is important as it reveals 
the potential effectiveness of CSR efforts. It is possible consumers view products, even if they 
are more expensive than others, as valuable when the company engages in CSR. Past research 
has found the importance of added-value in purchase decisions (Li, Wu, & Deng, 2015; 
Medeiros, Ribeiro, & Cortimiglia, 2015; Santini, Ladeira, Sampaio, & Falcao, 2015). Thus, it 
makes sense that a company's CSR efforts could be perceived as adding value to the product, 
potentially influencing the decision to purchase.   
 Second, there were significant main effects for the presence of CSR. As stated in the 
discussion of study one, those in the CSR condition believed the price to be more fair, the jeans 
to be more valuable and beneficial, and also had greater purchase intentions than those in the No 
CSR condition. This is consistent with previous research, which demonstrates that the presence 
of CSR positively impacts both consumers' perceptions of the company and purchase intentions 
of the product (e.g., Auger, Burke, Devinney, & Louviere, 2003; Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2011; 
Dutta & Singh, 2013; Du et al., 2007; Filho, Wanderley, Gomez, & Farache, 2010; IO 
Sustainability, 2015; Klein & Dawar, 2004; Maignan, 2001; Mohr & Webb 2005; Nanda, 2015; 
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Oppewal et al., 2005; Sen et al., 2006; Wigley, 2008). Although these findings are limited to 
hypothetical scenarios and purchase intentions, they do offer further support for the importance 
of CSR efforts.  
 Results of study two were consistent with the hypothesis. As expected, a significant 
association between purchase behavior and the use of impression management was found. 
Specifically, when looking at the past three conscious purchase decisions, the data indicate a 
positive relationship between impression management tactics and purchasing from companies 
with CSR. As scores on overall impression management increase, scores of companies perceived 
CSR efforts also increase. While this does not demonstrate a causal relationship, it does offer the 
possibility that individuals who manage their self-presentation, regardless of the specific tactic, 
may purchase more from companies who they perceive to have CSR efforts than companies who 
do not.  
These findings are important for a couple of reasons. First, they add to self-presentation 
theory by revealing a promising, novel self-presentation tactic. A current bucket of self-
presentation tactics, prosocial behavior, already includes more granular behaviors such as 
purchasing consumer goods (e.g., “green” products, sustainable products). Yet, it seems 
purchasing from ethical companies that implement CSR efforts may be an appropriate fit under 
this umbrella category. Second, it helps expand the current literature on CSR by providing 
insight into a potential variable moderating the relationship between a company's CSR and 
consumer purchase decisions. Identification of a possible moderator is the first step in helping to 
answer why, if at all, consumers purchase more from companies with CSR compared to those 
without. Further, this is a critical finding for companies both with and without CSR. For 
companies with CSR, it posits a novel way to engage consumers. If individuals who employ high 
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levels of impression management truly purchase from such companies as a way to manage their 
self-presentation, companies can leverage these desires to their benefit. For example, 
emphasizing CSR in messaging and advertising or promoting CSR efforts may provide these 
individuals with a deciding factor when making purchase decisions. For companies without CSR, 
these findings may help to justify the decision to implement more ethical programs and practices 
into the organizational structure.    
    Additionally, study two examined the moderating role of a number of variables (e.g., 
generation, education, frugality, Big Five personality traits, self-monitoring, social desirability) 
on the relationship between impression management and the companies’ perceived CSR efforts. 
Only education moderated the relationship. When examining overall perceived CSR efforts, 
there was a significant interaction between overall impression management and education level. 
As predicted, participants who engage in more impression management tactics overall seem to 
purchase more from companies perceived to have CSR efforts than those who engage in fewer 
impression management tactics. Interestingly, education level moderates this relationship as this 
effect is particularly strong among those with lower education levels. This finding is quite 
perplexing. There is evidence to suggest, however, that less educated persons are more easily 
persuaded by company public relation tactics (van Prooijen, 2016). Perhaps a company's CSR 
efforts has a greater influence on these individuals, and is therefore more salient in their minds. 
Further, if these individuals are in fact more easily persuaded by CSR, then it is possible they are 
more likely to believe that purchasing from such companies will result in being seen in a positive 
light.  
   Study two also examined the effects of the aforementioned moderators on the relationship 
between impression management and visibility of the companies. Results showed only 
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generation and conscientiousness (e.g., one of the Big Five personality traits) moderated this 
relationship. As expected, participants who engage in more impression management tactics 
overall seem to publicize their purchases more so than those who engage in fewer impression 
management tactics. Further, generation seems to moderate this relationship. Specifically, Gen Z 
and Millennials engage in higher levels of visibility than both Gen X and Baby Boomers, i.e., 
Gen Z and Millennials publicize their purchases more so than older generations. Perhaps Gen Z 
and Millennials engage in more impression management behavior overall than Gen X and Baby 
Boomers, and see this as a useful tactic. Previous research has found that younger generations 
are more likely than older generations to be environmentally conscious consumers (Bucic, 
Harris, & Arli, 2012; McKay, 2010; Smith & Miller, 2011; Vermillion & Peart, 2010), as well as 
seek and pay more for ethical brands (California Green Solutions, 2007; Gunelius, 2008). 
Therefore, it seems possible Gen Z and Millennials actively engage in behaviors to make their 
purchases from ethical companies visible in order to manage their self-presentation.  
Conscientiousness, another moderator, also effected the relationship between impression 
management and visibility of the companies. Again, those who engage in more impression 
management tactics overall seem to publicize their purchases more so than those who engage in 
fewer impression management tactics; however, this effect is particularly strong among those 
with lower levels of conscientiousness. Those with lower levels of conscientiousness engage in 
higher levels of visibility compared to those with higher levels of conscientiousness, i.e., people 
deficient in this personality trait publicize their purchases more so than people who have higher 
levels of this personality trait. As previously mentioned, conscientiousness is associated with 
traits such as self-discipline and motivation (Vries, Vries, & Born, 2011), and it is likely such 
individuals are more self-confident and self-assured compared to those with lower levels of 
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conscientiousness. Therefore, it is possible that individuals who seem to lack this personality 
trait, or at least have lower levels of it, may feel a need to engage in self-presentation behaviors 
such as publicizing their purchase from a company with CSR efforts. By showing their support 
of these ethical companies, these individuals may believe they are having a positive impact on 
their self-presentation and possibly being seen in a positive light. Further, perhaps individuals 
with higher levels of conscientiousness feel less of a need to publicize their purchase as their 
self-presentation is less of a priority.  
 When examining the impact of the moderators in study two, it is important to note the 
possibility of type I error. While only three of the moderators had a significant impact, repeated 
testing of the hypothesis (e.g., running multiple comparisons) may lead to inaccurate results. 
Conducting a large number of regressions can increase the likelihood of obtaining an invalid 
significant effect, leading researchers to believe a significant interaction exists when in actuality 
it does not. It is possible these significant moderators (e.g., education, generation, 
conscientiousness) were the result of random error, which should be taken into close 
consideration when interpreting the data.  
Research Limitations and Future Directions 
 There are several limitations in the current research. First, the manipulation in study one 
did not produce the intended effect. An experimental manipulation of the salience of self-
presentation concerns is needed to help demonstrate the hypothesized effect. As previously 
mentioned, it is possible the selected manipulation hindered the ability to identify significant 
differences. Future research should consider other experimental manipulations, such as the 
writing task described in the pilot study (see Appendix E). Another potential method to 
manipulate participants' salience of self-presentation may be the use of in-person confederates. 
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Previous research has employed confederates who manipulated their own impression 
management and asked participants to rate them on a number of measures (Bolino, Klotz, & 
Daniels, 2014; Wayne & Kacmar, 1991); yet, it may be necessary to use confederates to 
manipulate participant's salience of self-presentation concerns in a controlled setting. For 
example, in the context of the current research, confederates (e.g., other participants, researchers) 
may engage in behaviors that either increase or decrease the salience of self-presentation 
concerns among actual participants, and then have participants answer questions about 
companies’ CSR efforts and purchase intentions.  
Second this research utilized retrospective and self-report measures. Self-reports are often 
subject to inaccurate or biased information, and rely on one's ability to accurately recall prior 
events. Although some research has questioned the accuracy and validity of self-reports (Brenner 
& DeLamater, 2013), other research has indicated that self-reports can accurately predict future 
behaviors (Shrauger, Ram, Greninger, & Mariano, 1996), and accurately recall past undesirable 
behaviors. For example, when asked about recent drug use, high agreement is found between 
self-reports and urinalysis of substance abusers (Peters, Kremling, & Hunt, 2014; see Brener, 
Billy, & Grady [2003] for a review of the literature). Although the present research does not 
examine an undesirable behavior, it is possible that more subtle response distortion is occurring. 
Perhaps impression management affects how memories about purchase behaviors are stored and 
recalled. For example, those who engage in higher levels of impression management might be 
more likely to recall behaviors that they perceive as socially desirable (e.g., purchases from a 
company with CSR efforts) than those who engage in lower levels of impression management. In 
addition, the use of retrospective self-reports makes it difficult to infer causal relationships. 
Because these are retrospective reports, they require the participant to refer to a past experience. 
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Therefore, the researcher is not able to control for any variables or conduct an experimental 
manipulation – hindering the ability to infer causality. 
In order to address the issues associated with self-report data, it will be important for 
future research to study more ecologically valid situations. For example, utilizing ethnographic 
research to monitor actual online or in-person shopping experiences and interviewing consumers 
in real-time. Additionally, future research may consider a diary study, allowing consumers to 
share their real-time purchases and complete accompanying assessments. While retrospective 
reports rely on participant's ability to recall past events, ethnographies and daily diaries capture 
live, organic behavior. These types of studies offer more authentic views into consumers' needs, 
barriers, motivations, and actions, allowing researchers the ability to identify reliable patterns in 
behavior as well as the ability for participants to justify the behavior. Further, the use of these 
procedures will provide more confidence in helping to specify the causal relationships because 
researchers can observe behavior and ask questions in real-time rather than relying on what the 
participants think they would do in a hypothetical situation. Additionally, participants will not 
need to rely on their memory, which is a limitation of retrospective reports.  
Beyond shifting to more ecologically valid procedures, future research needs to address a 
several issues. First, it will be important to address the relative impact of differences in state and 
trait self-presentation. Traits are stable characteristics that are consistent overtime, while states 
are momentary feelings or behaviors that depend on a given situation or an individual's motives 
at a specific point in time. Study one attempted to manipulate state self-presentation concerns 
through the use of a reading scenario, whereas study two assessed trait differences in self-
presentation. It is possible that individuals with traits geared towards the use of self-presentation 
differ in regards to purchase behavior compared to those who are only manipulated to experience 
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a temporary state. Further research is needed to tease apart the potential differences between 
traits and states within such a context.    
Second, when looking at the data in study two, it is possible that a potential confounding 
variable is influencing the relationship between impression management and a company's 
perceived CSR efforts. While the data support the hypothesis, it is important to consider the 
possible existence of a cofounding variable possibly resulting in a false correlation. Future 
research may want to consider participants' overall engagement in philanthropy or charitable 
activities. For example, past research has shown that impression management influences 
engagement in philanthropic behaviors (Barclay, 2004; Bereczkei, Birkas, & Kerekes, 2007; 
Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006; Hoffman et al., 1994; Milinski, 2002b; Rege & Telle, 2004). Thus, it 
is possible these philanthropic or charitable behaviors are highly associated with higher 
engagement in impression managent tactics. Further, it is likely these individuals would also 
have a higher sense of awareness of companies also involved in such efforts, i.e., perhaps these 
individuals know of companies whose CSR efforts support the same philanthropic or charitable 
causes, and thus decide to purchase from them.  
Third, although the current research assesses various moderators (e.g., generation, 
education, frugality, personality traits, self-monitoring, social desirability) it is possible that there 
are a great number of other potential variables that moderate the relationship between  a 
company's perceived CSR efforts and purchase behavior (e.g., values, political ideology, culture, 
industry of employment, or perceived health of the economy). For example, value may moderate 
this relationship because of the specific values individuals hold. It is possible that individuals 
want to purchase from companies whose CSR efforts directly align with those values, regardless 
of self-presentation concerns. Perhaps they look for more than just the presence of CSR, but 
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want to know exactly what the CSR efforts support. Similarly, it seems likely that one's political 
ideologies (e.g., liberal, conservative) may also impact this relationship. For example, perhaps 
those who either lean more liberal or conservative specifically purchase from companies whose 
CSR efforts support those ideologies while boycotting companies who either lack those specific 
CSR efforts or actively work against them. 
In addition, it will be important to explore potential parameters regarding purchasing 
from a company with CSR, such as a minimal or maximal expense of the purchase. For example, 
it is possible there is a limit to how much consumers will pay for a product, regardless of self-
presentation concerns and the company's CSR. There is a large corpus of research exploring 
product pricing (e.g., Hamilton & Chernev, 2013; Huangfu & Zhu, 2012; Ingenbleek, Frambach, 
Verhallen, 2013; Pauwels & D'aveni, 2016; Wu, 2012); however, the literature seems to lack 
research examining the potential impact of CSR efforts. Further, there may be potential 
parameters surrounding the context of the purchase (e.g., online vs. in-person). Purchasing items 
online is often faster and more convenient than in-person, and provides consumers the 
opportunity to easily compare products and companies. Further, online purchases may influence 
the role of impression management concerns. For example, online purchases can be made in 
private and are essentially anonymous. It is possible that the anonymity of the internet, compared 
to a public in-person shopping experience, decreases the salience of self-presentation concerns 
when it is time to make a purchase decision.  
Conclusion 
  This dissertation attempted to demonstrate the moderating role of self-presentation on 
the relationship between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and consumer purchase decisions. 
While the current research only partially supported this hypothesis, it provides valuable insight 
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into a potential variable moderating this relationship. This presents a novel foundation on which 
to further examine why, if at all, consumers prefer to purchase from companies with CSR efforts 
compared to companies who lack such initiatives. If future research is able to uncover why, it 
will have real-world applications as companies continue, or perhaps even begin, to invest in such 
efforts. Beyond helping to identify a potential moderating variable, the current research 
introduces the idea that purchasing from a company with CSR efforts may be used as a tactic to 
manage one's self-presentation. Indeed, corporate social responsibility appears to be a promising 
and new environment that has yet to be explored by self-presentation theory.  
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Appendix A. 
Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of Pilot Study Participants 
Characteristic n % 
Gender 
Male 10 33.3 
Female 20 67.6 
Age 
18-37 21 70 
38-54 5 16.6 
55-71 4 13.3 
Ethnicity 
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 16.6 
Black/African American 2 6.6 
Caucasian/White 20 66.6 
Latino/Hispanic 7 23.3 
Native American 1 3.3 
Education 
High school graduate or the equivalent 1 3.3 
Some college credit, no degree 7 23.3 
Bachelor’s degree 18 60 
Master’s degree 4 13.3 
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Appendix B. 
Demographic Information 
For the following items, please select the response(s) that is most descriptive of you or fill in the 
blank as appropriate.  
1. Please select your age from the dropdown list.
a. [Drop down list]
2. In which state are you a permanent, year-round resident?
a. [Drop down list]
3. What is your zip code?
a. [Text box]
4. What is your gender?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Transgender
d. Gender non-conforming
5. What is your ethnicity? Please select all that apply.
a. Asian Indian
b. Asian/Pacific Islander
c. Black/African American (non-Hispanic)
d. Caucasian/White
e. Latino/Hispanic
f. Native American
g. Other, please specify [Text box]
6. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
a. No schooling completed
b. Some high school
c. High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED)
d. Some college credit, no degree
e. Trade/technical/vocational training
f. Associate degree
g. Bachelor’s degree
h. Master’s degree
i. Professional degree
j. Doctorate degree
7. What is your marital status?
a. Single, never married
b. Married or domestic partnership
c. Widowed
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d. Divorced 
e. Separated  
 
8. Are you currently...?  
a. Employed for wages 
b. Self-employed 
c. Out of work and looking for work 
d. Out of work but not currently looking for work 
e. A homemaker 
f. A student 
g. Military 
h. Retired 
i. Unable to work 
 
9. How many people currently live in your household?  
a. 1 
b. 2 
c. 3 
d. 4 
e. 5 
f. 6 
g. 7 
h. 8 
i. 9 
j. 10 
k. More than 10 
 
10. What is your total annual household income?  
a. Under $10,000 
b. $10,000 - $19,999 
c. $20,000 - $29,999 
d. $30,000 - $39,999 
e. $40,000 - $49,999 
f. $50,000 - $59,999 
g.  $60,000 - $69,999 
h. $70,000 - $79,999 
i. $80,000 - $89,999 
j. $90,000 - $99,999 
k. $100,000 - $109,999 
l. $110,000 - $119,999 
m. $120,000 - $129,999 
n. $130,000 - $139,999 
o. $140,000 - $149,999 
p. More than $150,000 
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Appendix C. 
Scrambled Sentence Task 
You will now be presented with 20 sets of random words, which will evaluate your verbal 
ability. In each set, there are five words. Please create a complete sentence using ONLY four of 
the five words. Drag the first word of your sentence to the space labeled "1" and the last word of 
your sentence to the space labeled "4." Please drag your unused word to the space labeled "5." 
High Self-Presentation Concerns: 
1. The sky is blue (are)
2. The desk is brown (may)
3. Going to the movies (lost)
4. Sit on the chair (down)
5. He drives a car (red)
6. The dog laid down (empty)
7. The stadium was empty (do)
8. Keep up your appearance (green)
9. Maintain a positive image (bicycle)
10. Make a good impression (down)
11. Have a strong identity (wind)
12. Actors portray a part (and)
13. Play the correct role (paper)
14. Likeable people are rewarded (desk)
15. Attractiveness is very important (the)
16. Need to be competent (staple)
17. Gain respect of others (mouse)
18. Be a confident person (envelop)
19. They are watching you (mailbox)
20. Popular people have friends (hill)
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Low Self-Presentation Concerns:  
1. The sky is blue (are) 
2. The desk is brown (may) 
3. Going to the movies (lost) 
4. Sit on the chair (down) 
5. He drives a car (red) 
6. The dog laid down (empty) 
7. The stadium was empty (do) 
8. Walk across the street (green) 
9. She ate a muffin (and) 
10. The book is long (or) 
11. Today is very warm (desk) 
12. The house is old (are) 
13. Kick the soccer ball (wind) 
14. Pick up that rock (hill)  
15. Drop off the keys (green) 
16. They saw a cat (below)  
17. The school bell rang (paper) 
18. The paper blew away (next) 
19. The light was bright (fix) 
20. The tennis team lost (envelop)  
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Appendix D. 
Reading Scenario 
 
Please imagine yourself in the scenario detailed in the script, think deeply about it, create a vivid 
mental representation, and focus only on the scenario rather than past experiences.  
 
High Self-Presentation Concerns  
 
You have finished your rehearsal and are now just a couple of minutes away from the start of 
your debate. The crowd continues to grow and you estimate it’s the biggest crowd you’ve ever 
spoken in front of. It feels like their eyes are focused directly on you. Your debate team, friends, 
and peers are all there watching you. You worry that you won’t be able to meet their 
expectations. You know how badly it will affect your debate team, friends and peers if you don’t 
perform well. They will be angry and frustrated with you. This debate is very important to them. 
You want to make them happy. You know how much joy they will get from seeing you do 
well. But are you up to their high standard? You look over to the other debate team. You want to 
show you are up to their standard. But deep down you worry that you aren’t as good as them. 
You notice how confident the other team looks. They seem ready and prepared for debate. You 
worry that you aren’t prepared. You’re concerned that you’re not as skilled, or mentally strong as 
they are. You question yourself. You worry that you’re out of your league. 
 
Now, please write down the three most significant ways in which the scenario affected your 
cognitions and emotions. 
 
Low Self-Presentation Concerns  
You have finished your rehearsal and are now just a couple of minutes away from the start of 
your debate. You notice the crowd, and you’re glad that so many people came to support you. 
Your debate team, friends, and peers are all there backing you. Today you’re not worried about 
other people’s expectations. You know your debate team, friends, and peers will love you no 
matter what the result. They will enjoy just seeing you speak. This debate is not important to 
them. Just seeing you on stage has already made them happy. You know how much joy they get 
from seeing you, regardless of what happens. You know you can meet their standards. You look 
over to the other debate team. You aren’t worried about what they think. Deep down you know 
that you are as good as them. You notice how confident you look compared to them. They don’t 
seem ready or prepared for debate. You do feel prepared. You think you’re more skilled and 
mentally stronger than they are. You have no doubts about yourself. You know how you 
perform doesn’t matter but you believe that you can do well. 
 
Now, please write down the three most significant ways in which the scenario affected your 
cognitions and emotions. 
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Appendix E. 
Writing Task 
High Self-Presentation Concerns:  
 
The purpose of this exercise is to examine people’s writing styles as they tell stories. Below you 
will see a table consisting of nine words. Please retype the nine words across the remaining four 
columns, so that you type each of the nine words four separate times.  
 
1. Appearance     
2. Image     
3. Impression     
4. Likeable     
5. Attractive     
6. Competent     
7. Confident     
8. Popular     
9. Identity     
 
 
Now, take a few minutes to think about each of these words.  
1. Appearance 
2. Image 
3. Impression 
4. Likeable 
5. Attractive 
6. Competent 
7. Confident 
8. Popular 
9. Identity 
 
In the box below, write a brief story about yourself (in one or two paragraphs) which uses each 
of these words at least once. It may help if you visualize each word as it is relevant to your life.  
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Low Self-Presentation Concerns: 
The purpose of this exercise is to examine people’s writing styles as they tell stories. Below you 
will see a table consisting of nine words. Please retype the nine words across the remaining four 
columns, so that you type each of the nine words four separate times.  
1. Sky
2. Chair
3. Car
4. Dog
5. Street
6. Book
7. House
8. Soccer
9. Keys
Now, take a few minutes to think about each of these words. 
1. Sky
2. Chair
3. Car
4. Dog
5. Street
6. Book
7. House
8. Soccer
9. Paper
In the box below, write a brief story about yourself (in one or two paragraphs) which uses each 
of these words at least once. It may help if you visualize each word as it is relevant to your life. 
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Appendix F. 
 
Manipulation Check 
 
Please rate each of the following from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much so).  
 
I am concerned with... 
1. Pleasing others. 
2. Impressing others. 
3. What others think of me. 
4. Meeting other's expectations. 
5. Proving myself to others. 
6. Others seeing me make mistakes. 
7. Performing to an adequate standard. 
8. People thinking that I am incompetent. 
9. Embarrassing myself in front of others.  
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Appendix G. 
Table 2 
Demographic Characteristics of Study One Participants 
Characteristic n % 
Gender 
Male 261 43.5 
Female 336 56 
Transgender 2 .3 
Gender non-conforming 1 .2 
Age 
18-37 200 33.3 
38-54 200 33.3 
55-71 200 33.3 
Ethnicity 
Asian Indian 4 .7 
Asian/Pacific Islander 30 5 
Black/African American 43 7.2 
Caucasian/White 490 81.7 
Latino/Hispanic 40 6.7 
Native American 8 1.3 
Other 6 1 
Education 
Some high school 1 .2 
High school graduate or the equivalent 41 6.8 
Some college credit, no degree 86 14.3 
Trade/technical/vocational training 26 4.3 
Associate degree 62 10.3 
Bachelor’s degree 224 37.3 
Master’s degree 112 18.7 
Professional degree 27 4.5 
Doctorate degree 21 3.5 
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Appendix H. 
Purchase Intention  
Please read the following scenario and then answer the corresponding questions by selecting a 
number from one to seven.  
 
 Imagine you want to buy a pair of jeans, and you decide to go to a mall that has a variety 
of clothing companies. During your visit, you enter into some shops and try on several pairs of 
jeans. You eventually narrow down your options to jeans from Company A and Company B. The 
two pairs of jeans are each of high quality, have a nice design, are comfortable, and you like 
them both equally. However, there is a price difference between them. Company A’s pair of 
jeans cost $110/$150, while Company B costs around $100.  
 
You recently learned that Company A invests in the improvement of the quality of life of 
society as a whole, which means it implements actions beyond paying taxes and creating job 
opportunities. Their products are produced in plants equipped to protect the environment. 
Moreover, the company implements programs to improve the quality of life of its employees and 
makes systematic investments in several social programs. Company A adopts a policy of 
information transparency for its shareholders, suppliers and clients. For these reasons, Company 
A is rated as being one of the most socially responsible companies – a rating that is given by a 
highly respected, impartial organization that evaluates companies every year. 
 
Note: Respondents in the ‘No CSR’ condition receive only the first paragraph of the scenario. 
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1. Given the situation described in the text, evaluate the price differential charged for
Company A’s jeans.
Unfair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fair 
Unacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Acceptable 
Unsatisfactory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfactory 
Very high 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very low 
2. If I buy Company A’s jeans, I will be getting what my money is worth.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
3. If I buy Company A’s jeans I think I will receive good value in return for the money
spent.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
4. Company A’s jeans are a worthwhile purchase, because I think its price is reasonable.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
5. If I buy Company A’s jeans I will feel good about myself.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
6. To buy Company A’s jeans would make me feel that I am doing the right thing.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
7. If I buy Company A’s jeans I will be benefiting myself.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
8. To buy Company A’s jeans would provide me personal satisfaction.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
9. I am willing to buy Company A’s jeans.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
10. The probability of my buying Company A’s jeans is high.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree 
   
 
87 
 
 
11. I will probably buy Company A’s jeans. 
 
 Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree  
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Appendix I. 
 
Impression Management Scale 
 
Please respond to the following statements by thinking about "how often you behave this way.” 
 
Never behave this way 1 2 3 4 5 Often behave this way 
 
Self-Promotion 
1. Talk proudly about your experience or education.  
2. Make people aware of your talents or qualifications.  
3. Let others know that you are valuable to the organization.  
4. Make people aware of your accomplishments.  
 
Ingratiation 
5. Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likable. 
6. Take an interest in your colleagues’ personal lives to show them that you are friendly. 
7. Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will consider you a nice person. 
8. Do personal favors for your colleagues to show them that you are friendly. 
 
Exemplification 
9. Stay at work late so people will know you are hard working. 
10. Try to appear busy, even at times when things are slower. 
11. Arrive at work early to look dedicated. 
12. Come to the office at night or on weekends to show that you are dedicated. 
 
Intimidation 
13. Be intimidating with coworkers when it will help you get your job done. 
14. Let others know you can make things difficult for them if they push you too far. 
15. Deal forcefully with colleagues when they hamper your ability to get your job done. 
16. Deal strongly or aggressively with coworkers who interfere in your business. 
17. Use intimidation to get colleagues to behave appropriately. 
 
Supplication 
18. Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out. 
19. Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing needy in some areas. 
20. Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s help. 
21. Act like you need assistance so people will help you out. 
22. Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant assignment. 
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Appendix J. 
Frugality Measure 
 
Please rate each of the following statements from 1 (definitely disagree) to 6 (definitely agree).  
 
1. If you take good care of your possessions, you will definitely save money in the long run. 
2. There are many things that are normally thrown away that are still quite useful. 
3. Making better use of my resources makes me feel good. 
4. If you can re-use an item you already have, there’s no sense in buying something new. 
5. I believe in being careful in how I spend my money. 
6. I discipline myself to get the most from my money. 
7. I am willing to wait on a purchase I want so that I can save money. 
8. There are things I resist buying today so I can save for tomorrow. 
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Appendix K. 
 
Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10) 
 
How well do the following statements describe your personality? 
 
               1                          2                                  3                              4                      5  
Disagree strongly  Disagree a little  Neither agree or disagree   Agree a little  Agree strongly  
 
I see myself as someone who... 
1. …is reserved. 
2. …is generally trusting. 
3. …tends to be lazy. 
4. …is relaxed, handles stress well. 
5. …has few artistic interests. 
6. …is outgoing, sociable. 
7. …tends to find fault with others.  
8. …does a thorough job. 
9. …gets nervous easily.  
10. …has an active imagination. 
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Appendix L. 
Self-Monitoring Scale 
 
The statements below concern your personal reactions to a number of situations. No two 
statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement carefully before answering. lf a 
statement is true or mostly true as applied to you, mark T as your answer. lf a statement is false 
or not usually true as applied to you, mark F as your answer. It is important that you answer as 
frankly and as honestly as you can. Record your responses in the spaces provided on the left.  
1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. 
2. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will like. 
3. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 
4. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 
information. 
5. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 
6. I would probably make a good actor. 
7. In a group of people I am rarely the center of attention. 
8. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 
9. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 
10. I am not always the person I appear to be. 
11. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone else 
or win their favor. 
12. I have considered being an entertainer.  
13. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting.  
14. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations.  
15. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going.  
16. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite so well as I should.  
17. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).  
18. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 
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Appendix M. 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Reynolds’s Form C) 
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item 
and decide whether the statement is True or False as it pertains to you personally. 
Note: Response options of True and False should be provided for each statement 
1. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.
2. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
3. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little of my
ability.
4. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even though I
knew they were right.
5. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener.
6. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
7. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
8. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
9. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
10. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.
11. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.
12. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
13. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.
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Appendix N. 
Figure 1. Differences in value mean scores across salience of self-presentation concerns (e.g., 
high, low) and presence of CSR (e.g., CSR, No CSR).  
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Appendix O. 
Table 3 
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Manipulation, CSR, Price Difference, and Self-
monitoring Predicting Price Fairness 
Predictor Variables B β t 
Model 1 
Manipulation -0.152 -0.051 -1.313
CSR -0.646 -0.215 -5.597***
Price difference -0.888 -0.298 -7.687***
Self-monitoring 0.013 0.028 0.734
Model 2 R
2
change = .01, F(6,589) = 1.197, p =. 306)
Manipulation 0.584 0.196 0.977 
CSR -0.204 -0.068 -0.372
Price difference -0.161 -0.054 -0.278
Self-monitoring -0.089 -0.196 -0.917
Manipulation X CSR -0.133 -0.095 -0.568
Manipulation X Price difference -0.236 -0.18 -1.011
CSR X Price -0.411 -0.292 -1.757
Manipulation X Self-monitoring -0.019 -0.082 -0.536
CSR X Self-monitoring 0.05 0.223 1.381
Price X Self-monitoring 0.035 0.144 0.968
Model 3 R
2
change = .013, F(4,585) = 2.303, p =. 057)
Manipulation 0.381 0.128 0.212 
CSR -0.847 -0.282 -0.539
Price difference 0.515 0.173 0.313
Self-monitoring 0.523 1.15 1.66
Manipulation X CSR 1.07 0.762 1.142
Manipulation X Price difference 0.051 0.039 0.055
CSR X Price 0.217 0.154 0.245
Manipulation X Self-monitoring -0.27 -1.154 -1.599
CSR X Self-monitoring -0.13 -0.582 -0.877
Price X Self-monitoring -0.341 -1.424 -2.086*
Manipulation X CSR X Price -0.904 -1.294 -1.932
Manipulation X CSR X Self-monitoring 0.018 0.139 0.247
CSR X Price X Self-monitoring 0.098 0.758 1.351
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Manipulation X Price X Self-monitoring 0.149 1.174 2.073* 
Model 4 R
2
change = .008, F(1,584) = 5.418, p = .020) 
   
 
Manipulation -5.747 -1.925 -1.806 
 
CSR -6.364 -2.119 -2.241* 
 
Price difference -5.316 -1.783 -1.775 
 
Self-monitoring -0.656 -1.443 -1.101 
 
Manipulation X CSR 4.917 3.501 2.591** 
 
Manipulation X Price difference 4.052 3.103 2.076* 
 
CSR X Price 3.913 2.776 2.153* 
 
Manipulation X Self-monitoring 0.537 2.295 1.394 
 
CSR X Self-monitoring 0.603 2.701 1.734 
 
Price X Self-monitoring 0.441 1.841 1.181 
 
Manipulation X CSR X Price -3.449 -4.938 -2.902** 
 
Manipulation X CSR X Self-monitoring -0.489 -3.784 -2.13* 
 
CSR X Price X Self-monitoring -0.396 -3.061 -1.766 
 
Manipulation X Price X Self-monitoring -0.382 -3.009 -1.598 
  
Manipulation X CSR X Price X Self-
monitoring 
0.337 4.683 2.328* 
 
Note. *  p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix P. 
Table 4 
Demographic Characteristics of Study Two Participants 
Characteristic n % 
Gender 
Male 265 44.2 
Female 333 55.5 
Transgender 1 .2 
Gender non-conforming 1 .2 
Age 
18-37 200 33.3 
38-54 200 33.3 
55-71 200 33.3 
Ethnicity 
Asian Indian 7 1.2 
Asian/Pacific Islander 24 4 
Black/African American 50 8.3 
Caucasian/White 500 83.3 
Latino/Hispanic 36 6 
Native American 10 1.7 
Other 5 .8 
Education 
Some high school 5 .8 
High school graduate or the equivalent 42 7 
Some college credit, no degree 80 13.3 
Trade/technical/vocational training 24 4 
Associate degree 45 7.5 
Bachelor’s degree 237 39.5 
Master’s degree 123 20.5 
Professional degree 24 4 
Doctorate degree 20 3.3 
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Appendix Q. 
Actual Purchase Behavior 
1. Please think of the last three companies from which you made a conscious purchase decision.
A conscious purchase decision is one in which you were aware of alternative companies,
purposefully gathered information and made a thoughtful decision based on that information.
a. Company 1 write-in
b. Company 2 write-in
c. Company 3 write-in
Note: Show questions 2-4 for each individual company in Q1. 
2. What was the specific product you purchased from [insert company]?
a. Product write-in
3. Now, please think of [insert company] and rate how much you agree with the following
statements. [Likert scale: Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree]
a. I believe this company is socially responsible.
b. I believe this company is environmentally friendly.
c. I believe this company contributes to the welfare of the society.
d. I believe this is company contributes donations.
4. Now, please think of [insert company] and rate how much you agree with the following
statements. [Likert scale: Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely agree]
a. I recommend this company to others.
b. I talk about this company to others.
c. I post about this company on social media.
d. I brag about this company.
e. It is important that others know I buy from this company.
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Appendix R. 
 
Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for Companies’ Perceived CSR 
Efforts and Participants’ Visibility of the Companies  
  M SD 
Perceived CSR Efforts 
  Company 1 CSR efforts 4.65 1.44 
Company 2 CSR efforts 4.61 1.41 
Company 3 CSR efforts 4.47 1.47 
Visibility of the Company 
  Visibility of company 1 3.75 1.6 
Visibility of company 2 3.62 1.61 
Visibility of company 3 3.46 1.63 
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Appendix S. 
Table 6 
 
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations for Scores on Impression Management                          
Tactics, Moderators, and Companies' Perceived CSR Efforts 
Measure Company 1's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 2's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 3's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Self-promotion .251*** .19*** .253*** 
Ingratiation .233*** .179*** .242*** 
Exemplification .259*** .222*** .256*** 
Intimidation .148*** .156*** .236*** 
Supplication .155*** .16*** .171*** 
Overall IM .272*** .238*** .303*** 
Generation -.083* -.092** -.104** 
Education -.055 -.097* -.029 
Frugality .243*** .214*** .269*** 
Extraversion .063 .041 .067 
Agreeableness .071 .075 .032 
Openness -.043 -.025 -.072 
Conscientiousness .073 .042 .065 
Neuroticism  -.031 -.022 -.089* 
Self-monitoring -.021 -.021 -.005 
Social desirability  .105* .133** .130** 
 
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix T. 
Table 7 
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations for Scores on Impression Management
Tactics, Moderators, and Companies' Perceived CSR Efforts Among Females 
Measure Company 1's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 2's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 3's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Self-promotion .218*** .115* .250*** 
Ingratiation .171** .103 .236*** 
Exemplification .192*** .142* .202*** 
Intimidation .077 .091 .223*** 
Supplication .086 .053 .118* 
Overall IM .202*** .137* .280*** 
Generation -.013 -.017 -.078 
Education -.078 -.128* -.063 
Frugality .185** .205*** .243*** 
Extraversion .024 -.014 .039 
Agreeableness .096 .120* .082 
Openness -.064 -.112* -.145** 
Conscientiousness .115* .081 .058 
Neuroticism  -.053 -.048 -.096 
Self-monitoring -.080 -.139* -.039 
Social desirability  .106 .147** .112* 
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix U. 
Table 8 
 
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations for Scores on Impression Management                          
Tactics, Moderators, and Companies' Perceived CSR Efforts Among Males 
Measure Company 1's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 2's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Company 3's 
Perceived CSR 
Efforts 
Self-promotion .294*** .289*** .257*** 
Ingratiation .315*** .267*** .249*** 
Exemplification .341*** .321*** .321*** 
Intimidation .234*** .253*** .271*** 
Supplication .236*** .292*** .239*** 
Overall IM .354*** .359*** .338*** 
Generation -.170** -.172** -.138* 
Education -.025 -.055 .018 
Frugality .319*** .220*** .291*** 
Extraversion .114 .107 .103 
Agreeableness .040 .012 -.031 
Openness -.018 .077 .020 
Conscientiousness .016 -.008 .068 
Neuroticism  -.004 -.010 -.077 
Self-monitoring .057 .131* .041 
Social desirability  .102 .111 .149* 
 
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix V. 
Table 9 
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Overall Impression Management and 
Generation Predicting Overall Visibility  
Predictor Variables B β t 
Model 1 R
2
change = .292, F(2,597) = 123.3, p < .000)
Overall impression management .880 .475 12.89*** 
Generation -.244 -.140 -3.79***
Model 2 R
2
change = .006, F(1,596) = 5.441, p = .020)
Overall impression management 1.214 .655 7.661*** 
Generation -.258 -.148 -4.009***
Overall impression management X 
Generation 
-.193 -.200 -2.333*
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix W. 
 
Figure 2. Interaction effect between generation and overall impression management on overall 
visibility of the companies.  
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Appendix X. 
Table 10 
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Overall Impression Management and Education 
Predicting Overall Perceived CSR Efforts 
Predictor Variables B β t 
Model 1 R
2
change = .110, F(2,597) = 36.73, p < .000)
Overall impression management .512 .323 8.371*** 
Education -.200 -.077 -1.999*
Model 2 R
2
change = .013, F(1,596) = 8.74, p = .003)
Overall impression management 1.077 .680 5.371*** 
Education -.204 -.079 -2.049*
Overall impression management X Education -.362 -.374 -2.957**
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix Y. 
Figure 3. Interaction effect between education level and overall impression management on 
overall perceived CSR efforts. Low education level = No schooling completed, Some high 
school, High school graduate or equivalent, Some college credit, Trade/tech, Associates degree; 
high education level = Associate degree, Bachelor’s degree, Master’s degree, Professional 
degree, Doctorate degree.  
3.5 
4.5 
5.5 
Low High O
v
er
a
ll
 P
er
ce
iv
ed
 C
S
R
 E
ff
o
rt
s 
Education Level 
Low IM Engagement (-1 SD) 
High IM Engagement (+1 SD) 
106 
Appendix Z. 
Table 11 
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Overall Impression Management and 
Conscientiousness Predicting Overall Visibility 
Predictor Variables B β t 
Model 1 R
2
change = .278, F(2,597) = 114.97, p < .000)
Overall impression management .995 .537 15.041*** 
Conscientiousness .097 .054 1.519 
Model 2 R
2
change = .009, F(1,596) = 7.491, p = .006)
Overall impression management .937 .505 13.534*** 
Conscientiousness .107 .060 1.69 
Overall impression management X 
Conscientiousness 
-.219 -.100 -2.737**
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Appendix AA. 
Figure 4. Interaction effect between conscientiousness and overall impression management on 
overall visibility of the companies.   
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